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Dear Ms. Wilkinson:

This is in regard to your letter dated January 29, 2008 concerning the shareholder
proposal submitted by the Adrian Dominican Sisters and the Dominican Sisters of

Springfield, Illinois for inclusion in Safeway’s proxy materials for its upcoming annual
meeting of security holders. Your letter indicates that the proponents have withdrawn the |

proposal, and that Safeway therefore withdraws its January 7, 2008 request for a
no-action letter from the Division. Because the matter 1s now moot, we will have no

further comment.

cc: Margaret Weber
Coordinator of Corporate Responsibility
Adrian Dominican Sisters
- 1257 East Siena Heights Drive
Adrian, MI 49221-1793

Sister Linda Hayes, OP

Dominican Sisters of Springfield, IL
Sacred Heart Convent

1237 West Monroe Street
Springfield, IL 62704

Sincerely,

Heather L. Maples
Special Counsel
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Division of Corporation Finance

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, N.E.

Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  Safeway Inc. 2008 Annual Meeting: Omission of Shareholder Proposal
by the Adrian Dominican Sisters and the Dominican Sisters of Springfield
Illinois Pursuant to Rule 14a-8

Ladies and Gentlemen:

We are writing on behalf of Safeway Inc., a Delaware corporation (“Safeway™), to notify
the staff of the Division of Corporation Finance (the “Staff”) of Safeway’s intention to exclude a
shareholder proposal and supporting statement from Safeway’s proxy materials for its 2008
Annual Meeting of Shareholders (the “2008 Proxy Materials™). The Adrian Dominican Sisters
(the “Sponsor”) submitted a proposal and its supporting statement (collectively, the “Original
Proposal™) and submitted a revised proposal and its supporting statement (collectively, the
“Proposal”) and the Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois (the “Co-Sponsor” and, together
with the Sponsor, the “Proponents™) submitted a request to co-sponsor both the Original Proposal
and the Proposal.

In accordance with Rule 14a-8(j), we have enclosed six copies of (a) this letter, (b) copies
of the Sponsor’s letter submitting the Original Proposal and the Co-Sponsor’s letter requesting to
co-sponsor the Original Proposal (attached as Exhibit A), (¢} copies of the Sponsor’s letter
submitting the Proposal and the Co-Sponsor’s letter requesting to co-sponsor the Proposal
(attached as Exhibit B), (d) copies of Safeway’s notice of procedural defect letter sent to the
Sponsor on December 11, 2007 and notice of procedural defect letter sent to the Co-Sponsor on
December 13, 2007 (attached as Exhibit C) and (e) a copy of the shareholder proposal submitted
by the Office of the Comptroller of New York City for inclusion in the 2008 Proxy Materials
(attached as Exhibit D). By a copy of this submission, we notify the Proponents on behalf of
Safeway of Safeway’s intention to omit the Proposal from its 2008 Proxy Materials. Pursuant to
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Rule 14a-8(j), this letter is being submitted to the Staff not fewer than 80 days before Safeway
intends to file its definitive 2008 Proxy Materials with the Commission.

The Proposal.

Safeway received a letter from the Sponsor, dated November 29, 2007, and a letter from
the Co-Sponsor, dated December 3, 2007, each containing the following proposal (the “Original
Proposal”):

“RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report to
shareholders by December 2008 on measures taken to ensure the long-
term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply chain,
including:

» Strategies to significantly reduce waste, energy and water use throughout the supply
chain;

¢ Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full
product life-cycle;

s Labeling products for country of origin and presence of genetically modified
ingredients; and

s Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability ‘from
farm to fork.”’!

As discussed below, in response to notice of defect letters sent by Safeway to the
Proponents, Safeway received a letter from the Sponsor, dated December 17, 2007, and a letter
from the Co-Sponsor, dated December 20, 2007, each containing the following revised proposal
(the “Proposal™):

“RESOLVED: Sharcholders request that the Board of Directors report to
shareholders by December 2008 on measures taken to ensure the long-
term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply chain,
including:

s Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full
product life-cycle; and

* Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability ‘from
farm to fork.””2

We respectfully request on behalf of Safeway confirmation that the Staff will not
recommend any enforcement action if the Proposal is omitted from Safeway’s 2008 Proxy
Matenals.

! We have attempted to reproduce the Original Proposal as it appears in the original. Please see Exhibit A for an

exact copy.
We have attempted to reproduce the Proposal as it appears in the original. Please see Exhibit B for an exact copy.
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Reasons That the Proposal May be Omitted from Safeway’s 2008 Proxy Materials

1. Rule 14a-8(c) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) -- The Proposal contains multiple proposals to
be voted on by Safeway’s shareholders.

Rule 14a-8(c) provides that “[e]ach shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to
a company for a particular shareholders’ meeting.” Rule 14a-8(f)(1) permits a company to
exclude a shareholder proposal from the company’s proxy materials if the company notifies the
shareholder within 14 days that the shareholder’s proposal has procedural or eligibility
deficiencies, and the shareholder fails to cure the procedural or eligibility deficiencies within 14
days after the shareholder receives the company's notice. Relying on these rules, the Staff has
consistently taken the position that a company may exclude a shareholder proposal when a
shareholder submits more than one proposal and does not reduce the number of proposals to one
following notice from the company. See, e.g., Amerinst Insurance Group, Ltd. (April 3,2007)
(multi-part proposal to remove voting rights from certain shares, discontinue funding of certain
initiatives, sell a particular business venture and replace monies invested in such venture
exceeded the one proposal limitation); Compuware Corp. (July 3, 2003) (proposals to have CEO
reimburse the company for life insurance premiums, use competitive bidding for printing
contracts, terminate promotional contracts, have the CEO devote 100% of his time to increasing
sales and profitability, and make more frequent press releases and 8-K filings were excludable
because the proponent exceeded the one proposal limitation); BostonFed Bancorp, Inc.
(March 5, 2001) (proposals to alter charter and bylaws to remove restrictions relating to
shareholder meetings, voting, actions by written consent, and remove provisions relating to
election of classified board deemed to be more than one proposal); and American Electric Power
Co., Inc. (January 2, 2001) (multi-part proposal that the proponent claimed all related to
“corporate governance” deemed to be multiple proposals).

The Original Proposal submitted by the Proponents contained multiple separate
shareholder proposals. Accordingly, Safeway sent a letter dated December 11, 2007 to the
Sponsor, and sent a letter dated December 13, 2007 to the Co-Sponsor, which informed the
Proponents of the “one proposal” requirement of Rule 14a-8(c) and indicated that the Proponents
should correct the deficiency in the Original Proposal to comply with Rule 14a-8(c) within 14
days of their receipt of Safeway’s letters. See Exhibit C. In addition, Safeway enclosed with its
letters copies of Rule 14a-8. Safeway’s December 11 and December 13 letters were sent via
certified mail, return receipt requested. See Exhibit C. Specifically, the December 11 and
December 13 letters notified the Proponents that the Original Proposal bundled together five
separate proposals which would direct the Board of Directors of Safeway to: (i) report on
strategies to significantly reduce waste, energy and water use throughout the supply chain;

(ii) report on resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full
product life-cycle; (iii) report on labeling products for country of origin; (iv) report on labeling
products for presence of genetically modified ingredients; and (v) report on safety testing and
systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farm to fork.” See Exhibit C.

In response to the December 11 and December 13 letters, Safeway received a letter from
the Sponsor, dated December 17, 2007, and a letter from the Co-Sponsor, dated December 20,
2007, each containing the Proposal, which revised and supersedes the Original Proposal. See
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Exhibit B. Although the Proponents eliminated three of the five proposals contained in the
Original Proposal, the Proposal still contains two separate proposals which would direct the
Board of Directors of Safeway to report to shareholders by December 2008 on measures taken to
ensure the long-term sustainability and security of the Company’s product supply chain,
including: (i) reporting on resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures
for the full product life-cycle and (ii) reporting on safety testing and systems to ensure identity
preservation and traceability “from farm to fork.” See Exhibit B. It is now past the 14 days time
period following the Sponsor’s receipt of Safeway’s December 11 letter and the Co-Sponsor’s
receipt of Safeway’s December 13 letter, during which the Proponents were required to cure the
procedural deficiencies in the Original Proposal to comply with Rule 14a-8(c). Because the
Proposal does not reduce the number of proposals contained in the Original Proposal to one in
compliance with Rule 14a-8(c), the Proponents have failed to submit a corrected proposal,
complying with Rule 14a-8(c), within the time frame required under Rule 14a-8(f)(1).

Under certain circumstances, the Staff has taken the position that multiple proposals will
be deemed to constitute one proposal if they are closely related and essential to a single, well-
defined unifying concept. See SEC Release No. 2412,999 (November 22, 1976) and Computer
Horizons Corp. (Apr. 1, 1993) (multiple elements of a proposal deemed to all relate to the
concept of elimination of takeover defenses). However, the Staff has agreed with the exclusion
of shareholder proposals comprised of multiple parts even though the parts seemingly addressed
one general concept. See, e.g., American Electric Power Co., Inc. (January 2, 2001) (multi-part
proposal that the proponent claimed all related to "corporate governance” deemed to be multiple
proposals). The two proposals contained in the Proposal are separate and distinct. The first
proposal seeks to direct the Board of Directors of Safeway to report on resource conservation
programs and pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle, which relates to the
environmental impact of Safeway’s operations. The second proposal seeks to direct the Board of
Directors of Safeway to report on safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and
traceability “from farm to fork,” which relates to the identification, tracking and safety of
products throughout Safeway’s supply lines. Although the Proponents attempt to bundle these
separate proposals together by entitling the Proposal “Food Supply Chain Security and
Sustainability” (emphasis added), these proposals do not relate to a single, well-defined unifying
concept. They each address clearly distinct issues; the first focusing on environmental impact
analyses and the second focusing on the tracking and safety of products throughout the supply
chain. A shareholder might well wish to vote differently as to each of these proposals, but would
be unable to do so if they were allowed to be treated as one proposal.

Based on the foregoing, Safeway respectfully requests that the Staff concur that Safeway
may exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Proponents did not timely or
satisfactorily narrow the submission to contain only one proposal as required by Rule 14a-8(c).

2. Rule 14a-8(i)(11) -- Assuming, arguendo, that the multiple proposals contained
in the Proposal are deemed to be “closely related and essential to a single, well-defined
unifying concept,” the Proposal may be excluded because it substantially duplicates a
previously submitted proposal that will be included in the 2008 Proxy Materials.
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Under Rule 14a-8(i)(11), a proposal may be omitted "[1]f the proposal substantially
duplicates another proposal previously submitted to the company by another proponent that will
be included in the company's proxy materials for the same meeting." In considering whether
proposals are substantially duplicative, the Staff has consistently taken the position that
proposals do not have to be identical in scope to be excluded under Rule 14a-8(i)(11). Rather,
the Staff has considered whether the principal thrust or focus of the proposals is the same. If so,
the Staff has permitted the omission of proposals that differ somewhat as to terms and scope.
See, e.g., USG Corp (January 11, 2000) (proposal requesting that the board of directors redeem
the outstanding rights under its shareholder rights agreement and not institute any other form of
"poison pill" substantially duplicative of a previously submitted proposal which would require
the company to redeem or cancel its existing shareholder rights agreement and prohibit any new
such rights agreement from becoming effective without shareholder approval); U4L Corporation
(March 11, 1994) (proposal recommending a policy of secret ballot voting substantially
duplicative of a proposal recommending a policy of confidential voting that would be suspended
in the case of a proxy contest where non-management groups have access to voting results);
Pinnacle West Capital Corporation (March 16, 1993) (proposal to tie any bonuses to the amount
of dividends paid to shareholders substantially duplicative of a proposal to terminate all bonuses
unti! a dividend of a least $ 1.00 per share is paid); and Masco Corporation (March 27, 1992)
(proposal requesting that the board amend the bylaws to provide that the board consist of a
majority of independent directors substantially duplicative of an earlier proposal which by its
terms provided for the adoption of a bylaw that would require a majority of the directors
nominated by the board to be independent).

The rationale behind the "principal thrust or focus” concept is that the presence in one
proxy statement of multiple proposals that address the same issue in different terms creates the
risk that, if the shareholders approve each of the proposals, the board of directors would not be
left with a clear expression of shareholder intent on the issue. Thus, while Rule 14a-8(i)(11)
protects shareholders from the confusion caused by substantially duplicative proposals, it also
protects the board from being placed in a position where it may be unable to properly determine
the shareholders’ will because the terms of such proposals are different, even though the subject
matter is identical. See, e.g., Centerior Energy Corp. (February 27, 1995) (proposals relating to
(1) freezing executive compensation, (2) reducing executive compensation and eliminating
executive bonuses, and (3) freezing annual executive salaries and eliminating bonuses were
"substantially duplicative” of a previous proposal placing ceilings on executive compensation,
tying future executive compensation to future company performance, and eliminating bonuses
and stock options); and Union Camp Corp. (January 24, 1990) (multiple proposals requesting the
company to withdraw investments in South Africa were substantially duplicative even though
one proposal also included "specific steps in implementing” the request).

Before Safeway received the Original Proposal and the Proposal, the Office of the
Comptroller of New York City submitted to Safeway the following proposal (the “Sustainability
Proposal™), by letter dated November 7, 2007, for inclusion in the 2008 Proxy Materials:

“RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors issue a
report to sharcholders, by December 31, 2008, at reasonable cost and
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omitting proprietary information, on the Company’s sustainability policies
and performance, including multiple, objective statistical indicators.” 3

If the multiple proposals contained in the Proposal are deemed to be one proposal, then
Safeway believes that the Proposal substantially duplicates the Sustainability Proposal because
both proposals have the same principal thrust or focus. Each of the proposals requests, in
essence, that the Board of Directors of Safeway issue a sustainability report to shareholders. The
Sustainability Proposal, titled “Sustainability Report,” requests that the Board of Directors of
Safeway issue a report to shareholders on Safeway’s sustainability policies and performance, and
the supporting statement to this proposal recommends that the content of the report contains
“direct economic impacts, environmental, labor practices and decent work conditions, human
rights, society, and product responsibility.” See Exhibit D. Similarly, the Proposal, titled “Food
Supply Chain Security and Sustainability,” requests that the Board of Directors of Safeway issue
a report to shareholders on Safeway’s measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and
security of Safeway’s product supply chain, focusing on conservation programs, pollution
prevention, safety testing and systems 1o ensure identity preservation and traceability of products
in the supply chain. See Exhibit B. The Proposal’s request to report on “resource conservation
programs and pollution prevention measures™ substantially duplicates the Sustainability
Proposal’s request to report on “environmental conditions™ and the Proposal’s request to report
on “safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability ‘from farm to
fork™ substantially duplicates the Sustainability Proposal’s request to report on “product |
responsibility.” See Exhibit B and Exhibit D. If the Staff does not agree that the Proposal consists
of two separate proposals, one that requests a report on the environmental impact of Safeway’s
operations and another that requests a report on tracking and safety of products throughout the
supply chain, then Safeway believes that the Proposal substantially duplicates the Sustainability
Proposal, which Safeway expects to include in the 2008 Proxy Materials. While the Proposal
and the Sustainability Proposal are not identical in that they differ in the content that the
proposed sustainability reports would include, both proposals include the request for a
sustainability report by December 2008 as the “principle thrust or focus.”

The Staff has agreed that proposals addressing the same subject matter in different terms !
and with broader or narrower scope of subject matter than a prior proposal may be excluded ;
under Rule 14a-8(i)(11). See, e.g., Constellation Energy Group, Inc. (February 19, 2004)
(proposal requesting performance and time-based restricted stock grants for senior executives in
lieu of stock options substantially duplicates a broader prior proposal requesting a
"Commonsense Executive Compensation" program including limitations on CEO salary, annual
executive bonuses, form and amount of long-term equity compensation and severance
agreements, as well as performance criteria); Siebel Systems, Inc. (April 15, 2003) (proposal
urging use of performance-based options substantially duplicates a broader prior proposal
requesting a policy defining portions of equity to be provided to employees and executives,
requiring performance criteria for options, and holding periods for shares received); Abbott
Laboratories (February 4, 2004) ("Commonsense Executive Compensation” proposal urging use

3

We have attempted to reproduce the Sustainability Proposal as it appears in the original. Please see Exhibit D
for an exact copy. |
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of performance and time-based restricted shares in lieu of options, as well as a range of
additional limitations on compensation and severance arrangements substantially duplicates a
narrower prior proposal urging prohibition of executive options); and General Electric Company
(January 22, 2003) (proposal requesting a report considering freezing executive salaries during
layoffs, setting a ceiling on ratio of pay of executive officers to lowest paid employees, and
seeking shareholder approval for executive severance exceeding two times salary substantially
duplicates prior proposal requesting report comparing compensation of top executives and lowest
paid workers).

Based on the foregoing, Safeway respectfully requests that the Staff concur that Safeway
may exclude the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(11) because it is substantially duplicative of the
Sustainability Proposal, which Safeway received before it received the Original Proposal and the
Proposal and which Safeway expects to include in the 2008 Proxy Materials.

3. Rule 14a-8(i)(3) and Rule 14a-9 -- Assuming, arguendo, that the Proposal is not
substantially duplicative of the Sustainability Proposal, the Proposal may be excluded
pursuant to Rule 14a-8(i)(3) because it is materially false or misleading in violation of
Rule 14a-9.

Rule 14a-8(i)(3) permits the exclusion of a stockholder proposal if the proposal is
contrary to any of the Commission’s proxy rules and regulations, including Rule 14a-9. The
Staff has interpreted Rule 14a-8(i)(3) to permit the exclusion of a stockholder proposal that 1s
vague, indefinite and therefore materially false or misleading if, “the resolution contained in the
proposal is so inherently vague or indefinite that neither the stockholders voting on the proposal,
nor the company in implementing the proposal (if adopted), would be able to determine with any
reasonable certainty exactly what actions or measures the proposal requires.” Staff Legal
Bulletin No. 14B, published on September 15, 2004. The Staff has agreed that a proposal is
sufficiently vague and indefinite so as to justify exclusion where a company and its shareholders
might interpret the proposal differently, such that “any action ultimately taken by the [cJompany
upon implementation [of the proposal] could be significantly different from the actions
envisioned by shareholders voting on the proposal.” Fuqua Industries, Inc. (March 12, 1991).

The Proposal requests that “the Board of Directors report to shareholders by December
2008 on measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of our company’s
product supply chain” but the Proposal does not contain any guidelines with respect to how the
report should be generated and delivered to shareholders. See Exhibit B. By contrast, the
supporting statement contained in the Sustainability Proposal specifically recommends that that
the Company use the Global Reporting Initiative’s Sustainability Reporting Guidelines in
preparing a sustainability report, which include guidelines on report content, including direct
economic impacts, environmental and product responsibility, and are widely recognized and
followed by numerous companies. See Exhibit D. [f the Proposal is not substantially duplicative
of the Sustainability Proposal, then the report requested pursuant to the Proposal is not a
“sustainability” type of report and it is therefore unclear what type of report is actually being
requested. Some shareholders may believe that the Proposal calls for a “sustainability” type of
report while other shareholders may believe that any number of different types of reports are
being requested by the Proposal. If the Proposal is included in the 2008 Proxy Materials and
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adopted, the actions taken by Safeway to implement the Proposal could be, and likely would be,
significantly different from the actions envisioned by many, if not all, of the shareholders voting
on the Proposal.

Based on the foregoing, if the Staff does not concur that Safeway may exclude the
Proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(11) because it is substantially duplicative of the Sustainability
Proposal, then Safeway respectfully requests that the Staff concur that Safeway may exclude the
Proposal under Rule 14a-8(i)(3) because it is materially false or misleading in violation of
Rule 14a-9.

4. Rule 14a-8(b) and Rule 14a-8(f)(1) -- The Co-Sponsor did not provide the
requisite proof of its continuous stock ownership in response to Safeway’s request for that
information.

We believe that Safeway may exclude the Co-Sponsor as a co-sponsor of the Proposal
under Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the Co-Sponsor did not substantiate its eligibility to submit the
Original Proposal or the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(b). Rule 14a-8(b)(1) provides, in part, that
“[i]n order to be eligible to submit a proposal, [a shareholder] must have continuously held at
least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company’s securities entitled to be voted on the
proposal at the meeting for at least one year by the date [the shareholder submits] the proposal.”
As mentioned above, the Co-Sponsor submitted its intention to co-sponsor the Original Proposal
to Safeway by a letter dated December 3, 2007. Although that letter included two broker
statements, both presumably from JPMorgan, the letter did not include the evidence required by
Rule 14a-8(b) to demonstrate that the Co-Sponsor satisfied the eligibility requirements of Rule
14a-8(b). See Exhibit A. Moreover, Safeway confirmed that at that date the Co-Sponsor did not
appear in the records of Safeway’s stock transfer agent as a shareholder of record.

Accordingly, in Safeway’s December 13 letter to the Co-Sponsor, in addition to notifying
the Co-Sponsor of the “one proposal” requirement of Rule 14a-8(c), Safeway informed the Co-
Sponsor of the eligibility requirements of Rule 14a-8(b), stated the type of documents that
constitute sufficient proof of eligibility, and indicated that the Co-Sponsor should correct the
deficiencies in the Original Proposal within 14 days of its receipt of Safeway’s letter. See
Exhibit C. In addition, Safeway enclosed with its letter a copy of Rule 14a-8. Safeway’s
December 13 letter was sent to the Co-Sponsor via certified mail, return receipt requested. See
Exhibit C.

Rule 14a-8(f) provides that a company may exclude a shareholder proposal if the
proponent fails to provide evidence that he or she has satisfied the beneficial ownership
requirements of Rule 14a-8(b), provided that the company timely notifies the proponent of the
deficiency and the proponent fails to correct the deficiency within the required time. Safeway
strictly complied with the procedural requirements for delivering a notice of deficiency under
Rule 14a-8. Within 14 days of Safeway’s receipt of the Original Proposal, Safeway delivered its
December 13 letter to the Co-Sponsor, which clearly stated:
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¢ the ownership requirements of Rule 14a-8(b)(1);

o the type of documentation necessary to demonstrate beneficial ownership under
Rule 14a-8(b)(2)(i) and (ii); and

¢ that the Co-Sponsor’s response had to be postmarked within 14 days after its
receipt of Safeway’s letter.

Safeway’s letter also satisfied the standards set forth in Staff Legal Bulletin No. 14B
(“SLB 14B™), published on September 15, 2004, clearly stating the information that the Co-
Sponsor was required to supply. In SLB 14B, the Staff indicated that if a company cannot
determine whether a shareholder proponent satisfies Rule 14a-8’s ownership requirements, the
company should request that the shareholder provide proof of ownership that satisfies Rule 14a-
8’s requirements. In that regard, SLB 14B indicates that companies should use language that
tracks Rule 14a-8(b), which states that the proponent must prove its eligibility by submitting
either:

* a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities (usually a broker or
bank) verifying that, at the time the shareholder proponent submitted the proposal,
the shareholder proponent continuousty held the securities for at least one year; or

s acopy of a filed Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4, Form 5, or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting the shareholder
proponent’s ownership of shares as of or before the date on which the one-year
eligibility period begins and the shareholder proponent’s written statement that he
or she continuously held the required number of shares for the one-year period as
of the date of the statement.

As seen in Exhibit C, Safeway’s December 13 letter contained this language, and thus provided
the Co-Sponsor with appropriate notice regarding the ownership information that was required
and the manner in which the Co-Sponsor must comply with the requirements of Rule 14a-8(b).
SLB 14B also recommends that companies consider including a copy of Rule 14a-8 with such
notice of defects, which Safeway did in its December 13 letter.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Co-Sponsor did not provide Safeway with the
required evidence to demonstrate eligibility to submit, or co-sponsor, a proposal under Rule 14a-
8(b) within the required period. It is now past the 14 days time period, following the Co-
Sponsor’s receipt of Safeway’s December 13 letter, during which the Co-Sponsor was required
to respond with such evidence of eligibility.

The two broker statements that the Co-Sponsor included in its December 3, 2007 letter
submitting its co-sponsorship of the Original Proposal consisted of the following: (i) a
statement, from an unnamed source, that states that “YOU BOUGHT™ 110 shares of Safeway
stock on October 3, 2005 and (ii) a statement from JPMorgan that shows that “Account Name:
DOMINICAN held 110 shares of Safeway stock for the “Statement Date: 10/01/2007 to
10/31/2007.” See Exhibit A. These broker statements do not contain clear evidence that they
even relate to stock holdings of the Co-Sponsor, the Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois.
Even if it is assumed that they are the Co-Sponsor’s statements, at best they provide evidence
that the Co-Sponsor purchased 110 shares of Safeway stock on October 3, 2005 and that the
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Co-Sponsor held 110 shares of Safeway stock during the month of October 2007. In Staff Legal
Bulletin No. 14 (“SLB 14”), published July 13, 2001, the Staff made clear under Section
(C)(1)(c)(2) that a shareholder’s monthly, quarterly or other periodic investment statements are
not sufficient to demonstrate the required continuous ownership of securities and that

“[a] shareholder must submit an affirmative written statement from the record holder of his or
her securities that specifically verifies that the shareholder owned the securities continuously for
a period of one year as of the time of submitting the proposal.” Even if it is assumed that the
broker statements included in the Co-Sponsor’s December 3, 2007 letter do, in fact, relate to the
Co-Sponsor’s stock holdings, such statements are clearly insufficient as evidence to substantiate
that the Co-Sponsor had owned the required amount of Safeway stock continuously for at least
one year at December 3, 2007, the date the Co-Sponsor submitted its request to co-sponsor the
Original Proposal.

On December 26, 2007, Safeway received a letter from the Co-Sponsor, dated
December 20, 2007, which includes a letter from JPMorgan stating that the Co-Sponsor “has
held at least $2,000.00 of market value of Safeway for at least 12 months prior to December 19,
2007.” See Exhibit B. Although the JPMorgan letter is evidence that the Co-Sponsor had owned
the required amount of Safeway stock continuously for more than one year as of December 19,
2007, it is insufficient evidence to substantiate that the Co-Sponsor had owned the required
amount of Safeway stock continuously for at least one year at the date the Co-Sponsor submitted
its co-sponsorship of the Original Proposal, on December 3, 2007. It is also insufficient evidence
to substantiate that the Co-Sponsor owned the required amount of Safeway stock continuously
for at least one year at the date the Co-Sponsor submitted its co-sponsorship of the Proposal, on
December 20, 2007. In SLB 14, the Staff made clear under Section (C)(1){¢)(3) that “[a]
shareholder must submit proof from the record holder that the shareholder continuously owned
the securities for a period of one year as of the time the shareholder submits the proposal,” and
provided as an example a scenario in which a statement from the record holder verifying that the
shareholder owned the securities continuously for one year as of May 30 would be insufficient to
demonstrate the required ownership eligibility for submission of a proposal on June 1 of the
same year. Likewise, the JPMorgan statement verifying that the Co-Sponsor owned more than
$2,000 worth of Safeway stock continuously for more than one year as of December 19, 2007 is
insufficient to demonstrate the Co-Sponsor’s eligibility to submit the December 3, 2007 co-
sponsorship of the Original Proposal and is insufficient to demonstrate the Co-Sponsor’s
eligibility to submit the December 20, 2007 co-sponsorship of the Proposal. The Staff has made
clear under Section (C)(6) of SLB 14 that a company may exclude a proposal under Rule 14a-
8(f) due to eligibility or procedural defects if, “the shareholder timely responds but does not cure
the eligibility or procedural defect(s).”

The Staff has regularly granted no-action relief to other registrants where proponents
have failed, following a timely and proper request by a registrant, to furnish in a timely fashion
the full and proper evidence of continuous beneficial ownership called for under the regulations.
See, e.g., Safeway Inc. (March 15, 2006) (broker letter insufficiently provided evidence of
ownership as of December 19, 20035, not as of November 30, 2005, the date the proposal was
submitted); General Motors Corp. (March 6, 2005) (proponent’s account statement evidencing
share ownership as of December 31, 2004, December 31, 2003, and November 30, 2003 was not
sufficient proof of ownership of the required number of shares as of December 17, 2004, the date
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the proposal was submitted); Inte! Corp. (Jan. 29, 2004) (broker letter insufficiently provided
evidence of ownership as of September 19, 2003, not as of August 27, 2003, the date the
proposal was submitted); Intel Corp. (March 10, 2003) (broker letter indicating ownership as of
September 10, 2002 and historic purchases of stock on October 2, 2000 and March 2, 2001
insufficient to prove required ownership on August 23, 2002, the date the proposal was
submitted); IBM Corp. (Dec. 26, 2002) (broker letter, dated September 24, 2002, evidencing
continuous ownership for more than one year “as of September 2002 insufficient to provide
proof of ownership for the year preceding the September 9, 2002 submission of proposal);

IBM Corp. (Jan. 14, 2002) (broker statement evidencing ownership of shares from “prior to
November 30, 2000” to November 8, 2001 insufficient proof of required ownership as of
November 8, 2001, the date the proposal was submitted); and Eastman Kodak Company (Feb. 7,
2001) (broker letter evidencing ownership from November 1, 1999 through November 1, 2000
insufficient to provide proof of ownership for the year preceding November 21, 2000, the date
the proposal was submitted).

Although the Staff has, in some instances, allowed proponents to correct such
deficiencies after the 14-day period, the Staff has done so only upon finding deficiencies in a
company’s notification letter. See, e.g., AT&T Inc. (February 16, 2007) (AT&T may have
addressed its deficiency notice to an incorrect address of the proponent) and Sysco Corporation
(Aug. 10, 2001) (Sysco failed to inform the proponent of what would constitute appropriate
documentation under Rule 14a-8(b) in its request for additional information). Safeway believes
an extension of the 14-day period is not warranted in the present case because Safeway’s
December 13 notification letter fully complied with the requirements of Rule 14a-8 and the
standards set forth in SLB 14B.

Based on the foregoing, Safeway respectfully requests that the Staff concur that Safeway
may exclude the Co-Sponsor as a co-sponsor of the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(f)(1) because the
Co-Sponsor did not timely or satisfactorily substantiate its eligibility to submit, or co-sponsor,
the Original Proposal or the Proposal under Rule 14a-8(b).

ok ok *k
For the foregoing reasons, Safeway believes it may properly exclude the Proposal from

the 2008 Proxy Materials under Rule 14a-8. Accordingly, Safeway respectfully requests that the
Staff not recommend any enforcement action if Safeway omits the Proposal from its 2008 Proxy
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Materials. 1f the Staff does not concur with Safeway’s position, we would appreciate an
opportunity to confer with the Staff concerning this matter prior to the issuance of a Rule 14a-8
response.

If you have any questions or need any further information, please call the undersigned at
(415) 395-8087.

Very truly yours,

Hnbud A Db

Kimberly L. Wilkinson
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

Enclosures

cc: Ms. Margaret Weber, Adrian Dominican Sisters
Sister Linda Hayes, Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois
Mr. Robert Gordon, Esq.
Ms. Laura Donald, Esq.
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ADRIAN DOMINICAN SISTERS
1257 East Slena Heights Drive
Adrian, Michigan 48221-1793
517-266-3521 Phone
517-266-3524 Fax
MWeber@adrandominlcans.org
Portfollo Advisory Board

November 29, 2007

- Steven A. Burd

President, Chairman and CEQ
Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Dear Mr. Burd:

‘ - The Adrian Dorﬁlhlcan Sisters are concerned about safety and sﬁsta’inability in the food supply
chain. To that end, and as shareholders, we advocate for reporting to include:

. resource conservation programs to reduce waste, energy and water use throughout
the food supply chain;

. pollution prevention measures for the food supply chain; and

. safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability of the
company’s food supply

Thus, as beneficial owners of Safeway stock we submit the enclosed resolution FOOD
SUPPLY CHAIN SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY, for inclusion in the proxy statement under
Rule 14 a-8 of the general rules and regulations of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. We
would appreciate indication in the proxy statement that we are a sponsor of this resolution. A
representative of the filers will attend the 2007 stockholders meeting o move the resolution as
required by the SEC Rules. . .

We enclose verification of owners-hip. We have held dvég’ $2,000 worth of stock continuously for
over a year and will continue to hold shares in thg ‘clc')mpa'ny through the stockholders meeting.

Sincerely yours,

P ggut 124

Margaret Weber

Coordinator of Corporate Responsibility
Adrian Dominican Sisters
mweber@adriandominicans.or:

ce. Leslie Lowe, Interfaith Center on Corporéta R"esponsibility




FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY

WHEREAS:

Nearly two-thirds of corporate executives worldwide surveyed by McKinsey & Company said “their companies -
face a rising level of risk to their ability to supply customers with goods and services cost effectively.” Yet, the
survey found [flew executives are confident that their companies can manage these risks successfully and
businesses are making surprisingly little use of some well-known analytical tools and simple best practices that
" could help. The McKinsey Quarterly 2007 Number 1, pages 10-12.

The global food production system faces numerous chal]enges
» Severe droughts and increasing water scarcity in key agricultural regions linked to global warming;
* Rising prices for oil and petroleum-based agriculturat mputs and
» Competing use of food crops for bio-fuels.

Several dramatic events have undermmed consumer conﬁdence by highlighting wealmesses in the food safety

system:

= Closure of Topps Meat Co., the largest U.S. manufacturer of frozen hamburger, followmg recall of 21.7 -

" million pounds of hamburger contaminated with e-coli. ,

= Nationwide recall of spinach from Cahforma, which produces 74% of the U.S. spinach crop, due to -
coli contamination. .

* Contamination of the long-grain rice supply in the southern United States w1th genetically engmeered
rice not approved for human consumpuon, leading Japan to ban 1mports of U.S. long-grain rice and the
EU to require testing of all U.S. rice shipments.

= . Sale of porsoned pet food, tamted seafood and other productx from China contmmng tox]c ingredients.

Accordmg toa Consumer Reports survey, 92% of Americans want to lmow the country of ongm fcr their food.
' ://g _ : du food&pca :

~ Pesticide residues on imported fruits and v'egetables, which account for about one-third of U.S. consumption of
these products, are “major and growing” contributors to dietary risk. While U.S. farmers have adopted lower-
risk use patterns, growers outside the U.S. continue using older, higher-risk pesticides. Impacts of the Fooa‘
Quality Protection Act on Children's Exposures to Pesticides, pages 10-11 (2006).

http://www .organiccenter.org/reportfiles/7452 Landrigan AAAS%20Paper.pdf

The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAQO) warned that increasing industrialization of pig and poultry
production “could lead to a higher risk of disease transmission from animals to humans.” The large quantities of
animal waste contain many pathogens and the movement of the animals in international trade increases the
likelihood pathogen transfers. The FAO cited the “recent emergence of contagious human diseases from
animals” such as Nipah in 1999, SARS in 2002 and the current epidemic of Highly Pathogemc Avnan Inﬂuenza
(HPAI) Industrzal vaestock Praducrzcn and Global Health stk! (June 2007)

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report to shareholders by December 2008 on
'measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply cham,
mcludmg

Strategies to mg;mﬁcantly reduce waste, energy and water use throughout the supply chain,

Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle;

= Labeling products for country of origin and presence of genetically modified ingredients; and

=  Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farmto fork.”

496 words (including title)




Wealth & Institutional
Management

Comoerica Bank

November 29, 2007

Margaret Weber

Coordinator of Corporate Responsibility
Adrian Dominican Sisters '
1257 E. Siena Heights Drive

Adrian, MI 49221

RE: ADRIAN DOMINICAN SISTERS
SHAREHOLDER ACTIVITY
ACCOUNT #1055005945

Dear Margaret:

In regard to your requesf for a verification  of holdings, the above referenced
account currently holds 150 shares of Safeway, Inc., common stock. The attached
list indicates the date the stock was acquired.

Please feel free to-contact me should you have any additional questions or concerns.

Sincerely,

Norma Batson
Account Analyst
(313)222-5757
njbatson@Comerica

Enclosure




Norma

Account: 1055005945

ADRIAN DOMINICAN SISTERS

COMERICA BANK Runon 11/26/2007 03:49:31 PM
Tax Lot Detail Asof 11/26/2007
Combined Portfolios

Settiement Date Basis

Administrator: KAREN MONCRIEFF @ 313-222-7092

SHAREHOLDER ACTIVITY
Investment Officer: DIRECTED BY CUSTOMER
Investment Authority: None
Investment Objective:
Lot Select Method: LIFO
Cusip Security Name Ticker Price % Market Market Value
786514208 SAFEWAY INC SWY 33.690 5,054
Tax Lot  Acquisition Portfolio Unlts Tax Cost Market Value Unreaflized Gain/Loss
Date :
1 11/28/2001 PRINCIPAL 150.00000¢ 6,746.40 5,053.50 1,692.90-
*TOTAL* 150.000000 6,746.40 ) 5,053.50 ‘ 1,692.90-
Unit Status Number of Units Tax Cost Market Value
Settled 150.000000 6,746.40 5,053.50
Registration Number of Units
DTC - C/C 150.000000
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‘Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois

Sacred Heart Convent

1237 West Monroe Street
Springfield, Illinois 62704

(217) 787-0481 Fax (217) 787-8169

December 3, 2007

Steven A. Burd

President, Chairman and CEO
Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Dear Mr. Burd:

The Dominican Sisters of Springfield, IL, is the beneficial owner of 110

shares of Safeway common stock. Through this letter we notify the company
of our co-sponsorship of the enclosed resolution with the Adrian Dominican
Sisters. We present it for inclusion in the proxy statement for action at the
next stockholders meeting in accordance with rule 14-a-8 of the General Rules
and Regulations of the Securities and Exchange Act of 1934. In addition, we
request that we be listed as a co-sponsor of this resolution with the Adrian
Dominican Sisters in the company proxy statement.

Proof of ownership of common stock in the company in enclosed. We have
held the requisite amount of stock for over a year and intend to maintain
ownership through the date of the annual meeting. There will be a
representative present at the stockholders meeting to present this resolution as
required by the SEC Rules. We are filing this resolution with other concerned
investors. Margaret Weber, representing the Adrian Dominican Sisters, will
serve as primary contact for the co-sponsors.

Sincerely,

Sister Lind_a Hayes, OP :
Dominican Sisters of Springfield, IL

cc:  Margaret Weber, Adrian Dominican Sisters
Leslie Lowe, ICCR
Julie Wokaty, ICCR




FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY

WHEREAS:

Nearly two-thirds of corporate executives worldwide surveyed by McKinsey & Company said “their companies
face a rising level of risk to their ability to supply customers with goods and services cost effectively.” Yet, the
survey found [flew executives are confident that their companies can manage these risks successfully and
businesses are making surprisingly little use of some well-known analytical tools and simple best practices that
could help. The McKinsey Quarterly 2007 Number |, pages 10-12.

The global food production system faces numerous challenges:
s Severe droughts and increasing water scarcity in key agricultural regions linked to global warming;
» Rising prices for oil and petroleum-based agricultural inputs; and
» Competing use of food crops for bio-fuels.

Several dramatic events have undermined consumer confidence by highlighting weaknésses in the food safety

system:

= Closure of Topps Meat Co., the largest U.S. manufacturer of frozen hamburger, following recall of 21.7
million pounds of hamburger contaminated with e-coli.

= Nationwide recall of spinach from California, which produces 74% of the U.S. spinach crop, due to e-
coli contamination.

=  Contamination of the long-grain rice supply in the southern United States with genetically engineered
rice not approved for human consumption, leading Japan to ban imports of U.S. long-gram rice and the
EU to require testing of all U.S. rice shipments.

»  Sale of poisoned pet food, tainted seafood and other products from China containing toxic ingredients.

According to a Consumer Reports survey, 92% of Americans want to know the country of origin for their food
http:// erchoices.or, ducts.cfm?product=crfood&pcat=food

Pesticide residues on imported fruits and vegetables, which account for about one-third of U.S. consumption of
these products, are “major and growing” contributors to dietary risk. While U.S. farmers have adopted lower-
risk use patterns, growers outside the U.S. continue using older, higher-risk pesticides. Impacts of the Food
Quality Protection Act on Children’s Exposures to Pesticides, pages 10-11 (2006).
http://www.organiccenter.org/reportfiles/7452_Landrigan AAAS$%20Paper.pdf

The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAQ) warned that increasing industrialization of pig and poultry
production “could lead to a higher risk of disease transmission from animals to humans." The large quantities of
animal waste contain many pathogens and the movement of the animals in international trade increases the
likelihood pathogen transfers. The FAO cited the “recent emergence of contagious human diseases from
animals” such as Nipah in 1999, SARS in 2002 and the current epidemic of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza
(HPAI) Industrial Lrvestock Product:on and Global Health stks (June 2007)

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report to shareholders by December 2008 on
measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply chain,
including:

=  Strategies to significantly reduce waste, energy and water use throughout the supply chain;

= Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle;

« Labeling products for country of origin and presence of genetically modified ingredients; and

= Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farm to fork.”

496 words (including title)
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ADRIAN DOMINICAN SISTERS
1257 Easl Sisna m Drive
Adiian, -1793

517 Phone

517-206-3504 Fmx
MieberQ

.org
Portioo Advisory Boand

December 17, 2007

Laura A. Donald

Safeway, Inc.

5918 Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 84588-3229

Dear Ms. Donaid:

in response to your letter of December 11, 2007, regarding our proposal FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY, the four points are elements of one report. To avoid any
confusion with the recent proposals we agree to remove the third point, L.e., “Labeling products
for country of origin and presence of geneticaily modified ingredients. *

The remaining points are appropriate elements of & report on sustainabiiity and security of )
product supply chain, not requests for separate reports. However, for clarity and simpiicity, | am
willing to remove the first point as well, which keepe 2 (on resource conservation programs and
poliution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle) and 4 (safety teating and systems to
wnimmmm‘wmmmmm,mam«mm

The amended proposal is attached. | would be happy to discuss any further clarification needed.
Sincerely yours,

cc.  Lesile Lowe, interfaith Center on Corporate Responsibility
' Paul Neuhauser




FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY

WHEREAS:

Nearly two-thirds of corporate executives worldwide surveyed by McKinsey & Company said “their companies
face a rising level of risk to their ability to supply customers with goods and services cost effectively.” Yet, the
survey found [flew executives are confident that their companies can manage these risks successfully and
businesses are making surprisingly little use of some well-known analytical tools and simple best practices that
could help. The McKinsey Quarterly 2007 Number 1, pages 10-12.

The global food production system faces numerous challenges:
= Severe droughts and increasing water scarcity in key agricultural regions linked to global warming,
* Rising prices for oil and petroleum-based agricultural inputs; and
*  Competing use of food crops for bio-fuels.

Several dramatic events have undermined consumer confidence by highlighting weaknesses in the food safety
system:
*  Closure of Topps Meat Co., the largest U.S. manufacturer of frozen hamburger, following recall of 21.7
million pounds of hamburger contaminated with e-coli.
= Nationwide recall of spinach from California, which produces 74% of the U.S. spinach crop, due to e-
coli contamination,
s Sale of poisoned pet food, tainted seafood and other products from China containing toxic ingredients.

Pesticide residues on imported fruits and vegetables, which account for about one-third of U.S. consumption of
these products, are “major and growing™ contributors to dietary risk. While U.S. farmers have adopted lower-
risk use patterns, growers outside the U.S. continue using older, higher-risk pesticides. mpacts of the Food
Qualny Prolecrion Acton Chﬂdren s E.rpmms to Pestic;des pages 10-1 1 (2006)

The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAQ) warned that increasing industrialization of pig and poultry
production “could lead to a higher risk of disease transmission from animals to humans.” The large quantitics of
animal waste contain many pathogens and the movement of the animals in international trade increases the
likefihood pathogen transfers. The FAO cited the “recent emergence of contagious human diseases from
animals” such as Nipah in 1999, SARS in 2002 and the current epidemic of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza
(HPAI) Industrial Lwestock Produclion and Global Health Ri.vkt (hme 2007). ‘

i_industriali

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report to shareholders by December 2008 on
measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply chain,
including:
® Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle; and
=  Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farm to fork,”

408 words (including title) amended 121707




Dominican Sisters of Springfield Ilinois
Sacred Heart Convent

1237 West Monroe Street

Springfield, llinois 62704

(217) 787-0481 Fax (217) 787-8169

December 20, 2007

Laura A. Donald

Senior Corporate Counsel
Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Dear Ms. Donald:

RECEIVED DEC 26 2007

As requested in your letter of December 13, 2007, proof of ownership of
Safeway common stock in enclosed. We have held the requisite amount of
stock as of December 3, 2007, have continuously held the stock for over a
year prior to December 3, 2007, and intend to maintain ownership through the

date of the annual meeting.

Sincerely,

Slsteinda Hayes,

Dominican Sisters of Sprmgﬁeld, IL




FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY

WHEREAS:

Nearly two-thirds of corporate executives worldwide surveyed by McKinsey & Company said “their companies
face a rising level of risk to their ability to supply customers with goods and services cost effectively.” Yet, the
survey found [flew executives are confident that their companies can manage these risks successfully and
businesses are making surprisingly little use of some well-known analytical tools and simple best practices that
could help. The McKinsey Quarterly 2007 Number 1, pages 10-12.

The global food production system faces numerous challenges:
s Severe droughts and increasing water scarcity in key agricultural regions linked to global warming;
s Rising prices for oil and petroleum-based agricultural inputs; and
» Competing use of food crops for bio-fuels.

Several dramatic events have undermined consumer confidence by highlighting weaknesses in the food safety
system:
=  Closure of Topps Meat Co., the largest U.S. manufacturer of frozen hamburger, following recall of 21.7
million pounds of hamburger contaminated with e-coli.
» Nationwide recall of spinach from California, which produces 74% of the U.S. spinach crop, due to e
coli contamination.
= Sale of poisoned pet food, tainted seafood and other products from China containing toxic ingredients.

Pesticide residues on imported fruits and vegetables, which account for about one-third of U.S. consumption of
these products, are “major and growing” contributors to dietary risk. While U.S. farmers have adopted lower-
risk use patterns, growers outside the U.S. continue using older, higher-risk pesticides. Impacts of the Food
Quality Protection Act on Children’s Exposures to Pesticides, pages 10-11 (2006).

J/fwww organiccenter. 0 7452 Landrigan AAAS%20Paper.

The UN Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) warned that increasing industrialization of pig and poultry
production “could lead to a higher risk of disease transmission from animals to humans." The large quantities of
animal waste contain many pathogens and the movement of the animals in international trade increases the
likelihood pathogen transfers. The FAO cited the “recent emergence of contagious human diseases from
animals” such as Nipah in 1999, SARS in 2002 and the current epidemic of Highly Pathogenic Avian Influenza
(HPAI). Industrial Livestock Production and Global Health Risks (June 2007).

http://www fao.org/ag/againfo/projects/en/pplpi/docarc/rep-hpai_industrialisationrisks.pdf

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors report to shareholders by December 2008 on
measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of our company’s product supply chain,
including:
= Resource conservation programs and pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle; and
= Safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farm to fork.”

408 words (including title) amended 121707




JPMorgan )

December 19, 2007

Laura A. Donald

Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Dear Ms. Donald:

I am writing to confirm that as of December 19, 2007, JPMorgan is the holder
of record of 110 shares of Safeway for the Dominican Sisters of Springfield,
IL, 1237 W. Monroe St., Springfield, IL 62704. The Dominican Sisters of
Springfield, IL is a beneficial owner, as defined in Rule 14a-8(b) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934, and has held at least $2,000.00 of market
value of Safeway for at least 12 months prior to December 19, 2007 and
intends to hold these shares until after the date of the annual meeting.

Mark E. Ridley
Investment Advisor
Vice President

cc:’ Sr. Linda Hayes, Dominican Sisters of Springfield, IL

J.P. Morgan Securities Inc. + IL2-8283 » 1 E. Old State Capitol Plaza, Springfield, IL 62701
Products gnd services, induding fidudary and custody products and servicas, are offered through J*Morgan Chase
Bank, N.A, and Its affiliates. Securitles ara offerad by J.P. Morgan Securities Inc, member NASD, NYSE and SIPC.
J.P. Morgan Securities Inc. is an affillate of JPMorgan Chass Bank, N.A.

Investment products: Not FDIC insured » No bank guarantee * May lose valus
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* Sender. Please print your nams, address, and ZtP+4 in thls ox *

Marcy Schmidt

. Safeway Legal Division
5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

" SENDER: COMPLETE THIS SECT.'DN

® Complats tems 1, 2.and3,Aisooompiuta
ltem 4 it Restrictod Delivery is desired.
W Print your name and address on the reverse

80 that we can retumn the card to you. Printad Neghe) ‘ ;
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SAFEWAY Q).

! December 11, 2007 .

B D

BY CERTIFIED MAIL,
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
AND EMAIL,

Ms. Margaret Weber

Adrian Dominican Sisters

1257 Bast Siena Heights Drive

\ Adrian, Michigan 49221-1793
mweber@adriandominicans.org

. ' Re:  Stockholder Proposal
Dear Ms. Weber:

:' We received your letter, dated November 29, 2007, which appears to submit several
distinct stockholder proposals for consideration at Safeway Inc.’s 2008 Annual Meeting of
Stockholders. Rule 14a-8(c) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the
“Exchange Act™), states that, “[e]ach shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to a
company for a perticular shareholders’ meeting.” Specifically, your submission for inclusjon in
i . Safeway’s proxy statement, to be voted on by Safeway’s stockholders, secks to direct the Board
; of Directors of Safeway to: (i) report on strategies to significantly reduce waste, energy and .
il water use throughout the supply chain; (ii) report on resource conservation programs and

: pollution prevention measures for the full product life-cycle; (i) report on Jabeling products for
country of origin; (iv) report on labeling products for presence of genetically modified
ingredients; and (v) report on safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and
traceability “from farm to fork.” :

As stated above, pursuant to Rule 14a-8(c), stockholders are limited to submitting “no
more than one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders’ meeting.” Wenote that in
previous years you have submitted stockholder proposals to Safeway concerning the single
proposal of labeling products for the presence of genetically modified ingredients. It appears _
that this year you have included several additional propesals along with your historic labeling
products for genetically modified ingredients proposal. As such, your proposal does not meet the
requirements of Rule 142-8(c) of the Exchange Act. ’ .

In order for your proposal to be properl& submitted, you must narrow your submission to
contain no more than one proposal for consideration by the stockholders and re-submit such
proposal to Safeway. To comply with Rule 14a-8(f), you must transmit your response to this

: Safrveay inc.
. ‘ 5918 Stoneridge Ma! Roed i
I Pleasanton, CA 94388-3229 l




notice of a procedural defect within 14 calendar days of rccemng this notice. We have attached a
copy of Rule 14a-8 regarding stockholder proposals.

- Very truly yours,
@A%omld

ce:  Kimberly Wilkinson (Latham & Watkins)

Enclosure -
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Rule 14a-8 Regulations 14A and 14C (Proxy Rules) 5726

"Note 3 to § 240.14a-7. If the registrant is sending the requesting security holder's
materials under § 240.14a-7 and receives a roquest from the security holder to furnish the
materials in the form and manner described in § 240.148-16, the registrant must accommodate
that request, . . :

Rule 14a.8. Sharcholder Proposals.**
This section addresses when a company must include a shareholder’s proposal in its proxy

*  ptatement and ideatify the proposal in its fomm of proxy when the compeny holds an anmual or

spéciel meeting of shareholders. In sumimary, in crder to have your sharsholder proposal inclnded
on 2 company's proxy card, and inclnded along with any supporting statement in its proxy statemeat,
you must be eligible and follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company
is permitted to exclude your proposel, but only after submitting its reasona to the Commiission. We
structured. this secﬁunhaquuﬁon—an&'—mnwei-'fmmmsoma:itis easier to understand. The
references to “'you” are to & shareholder seeking to submit the proposal. -

(8) Question 1: What is & proposal? ,

" A shutholdar"pmposalié_youi rew':innmdaﬁohorraqtﬁmmt that the company and/or its o

board of diractors take pction, which you intend to present at a meeting of the coriipany' s sharsholders.

- Your proposal should stats as clearly 23 possible the course of -action that yon believe the company

should follow. If your proposal is placed on the company’s proxy card, the compeny must also
provide in the form of proxy means for shareholders to specify by boxes & choice between approval
"or disapproval, or abstention. Unless otharwise indicatad, the word “proposal” as used in this section

+ refers qu-mywmom.md.mmmmn@smminwdmmmﬁf

(b)Qnafﬂqiz:Whohd!gfbhtpsnbmltapmposaLandhowdoldmnbnsmﬁtothe
company that ] am eligible?. _ : . I
= (I)Inordnttobaelixibletosubrpitgpmposql.ydnmnsthavemnﬁmslyhddulem
$2,000 in markst valus, or 1%, of the compeny’s securifies entitled to .be voted an the proposal at
themaﬂngforgtlainonnymbyﬂuedmyou.mbmitthspmpnsﬂ.Yonmmtoonﬁmmhnld
thpsem}niﬁuﬂ:roughthsdmdﬂmmuﬂng.- '

(2) ¥ you ase ths registpred holder of your sgcurities, which means that your name Appears
i, the company’s records aa a shareholder, the company can verify your eligibility on its own,
although you will still have to provide the company with a written statement thet you intend to
continme to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of shareholders. Howsves, if lika
mmyshnreholdmyouarcnutamgtmdholder.ﬂaccompmylilml_ydqesnotknowdntyonm

*[ifective Tanuary 1, 2008, Rule 1467 {s amended by jemoving Nots 3 to § 240.14a-7 &8 part of the

amendments relating to shareholder chalce regerding proxy materisl. Sco SBC Relsase Nos. 34-36135; IC--

27911; July 26, 2007. Cowﬂmccbm:“urpmdemadﬂ]qs.”uthmmhdsﬁmdinmm-z vnder
the Securities Exchange Act, not inchuding regigteced investment companies, must comply with the amendments
regarding proxy éolicitatichs commencing on or after January 1, 2008. Registered investment compenies, persons
g&mmmmm&nmmwmmmWymﬁdmﬁmﬂ)mmy
With the amendments regarding proxy solicitations commencing . or aftex January 1, 2008 and(2) mnst comply
with the amendments regerding proxy solicitations commencing on or after Tanvary 1;2009.
**QfFective March 30, 2007, Rule 14e-8 was amended by revising the word “mail” to read “send” in. the
lastsentmcaofpa:agmph(e)a)andinpmaph(e)m,mdth:word“maih"wread"sendr‘inmmmmry
,mxtofpmmph(m)(s)upmofﬂ:emgndmenuminmetnvaﬂabiliryofpmxymmﬁm.SeeSBCRdéase
34-55146; IC-27671; Tanuary 22, 2007, Compliance Date: Persons may ot senda Notice of Internet Availability
of Proxy Materials to shareholders prior to July 1, 2007,
Nots: See AFSCME v. AIG, No, 05-2825-cv (2d Clz., Sept. 5, 2006), the court reversed the judgment of
rlmdisn'ictmmtmdmmmdadtheuufumofjudmemmﬁvmofmm_mmdmwm
the SEC staff’s long-standing interpretation of Rule 14a-8. . ‘
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Rule 14s:8 Reguistions 14A and 14C (Proxy Rules) 5727

a shersholder, or how meny shares you own In this cass, at the time you submit your pmposal,
you must prove your eligibility to the company in one of twe ways:

() The first way is to submit to the company 2 written statement from the "record” holder of

‘Your securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the ime you submitted your- proposal,
" yon continuously held the secoritiss far at leest ons year. You mmst also include your own written

smtcmmtthﬂyoumwudmmmholdthcswunmthmughdwdueofmomemof

" sharehalders; or

N ('n)'IhasacondwaympmveownmmpapphsaonlyxfyouhaveﬁlednSched:ﬂs 13D, Schedule
13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/ar Form 5, or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflacting

your ownership of the shares as of or befere the dats on which the ones-year eligibility period begins.

‘ Hyouhmeﬁledonsofﬂ:esedoiummnwnﬁﬂ:eSBQymmaydmommymdig;hmyhy

submitting: to the company:

(A) Acopyufﬂ:esdwdubandfmfom.mdanysubsequmtmdmmmmachnnge
mymownmbsplwnl. .

(B) Your written mmmtﬂmycuconumonslyhaldﬂiereqmednumbwofshmfm’me
yearpmoduofthada‘teofthemmmand

(C) Yourwnmmtemnntﬂmyuummndto conhnunownmh;pofd:eshuuthmughtha
dmofﬂ:.ecompmyaanmalorspecialmm

(c)QwﬂonS-Eowmmypmpbmhmnylmbnﬁt?
Bachshnrehpldn'mxysubnntnommethmunapmposqlmacompanyfmapmcula:

"xhamho‘ldmmsetng.

(d) -Question 4: How long can my propoml be?

The proposal, including 'any accompanying supporting statement, may not M-SOO words.
(e) Quast!on!z Whatluhedeadhneforsubnﬂtungaproposa!?

(1) Hyoummbmhnaympmpoaalfnr&ecumpmy nmnunlmeat;ng.youcanmmpst

muﬁnﬂﬂ:ndmdhmmhﬂym’apmn&aﬂmtﬂowwmﬁthammpmydﬁmthnlﬂm

mmﬂmeeunghnym.mhuchmgadthndmafmmeamgfmthmywmmmmdm

-from last year's mesting, you can usually find the deadline in one of the company's quiarterly

reports on Form 10-Q or 10-QSB, or in shareholder repests of imvestment companies under Rule

'30d-1 under the Investment Campany Act of 1940. In order to avoid controversy, sharsholders

Mdmhmﬂﬁmproposﬂabymm,mﬂuﬁngdmmmm,ﬁmmthwmpmvem
dncofdelﬂt:ry

*(2) 'Ihedcacmneis calmﬂmdmﬁafoﬂowmgmunanfﬂlepmposalmmbmmdfora
regularly echeduled annual meeting. The proposal must be recaived at the company's principal
executive offices root 1eas than 120 calendar days before the date of the.company’s proxy statement
released to ahueholdmmcomwﬂonm&xﬂmprmmyearsmalmcemg.ﬂowwu,zfm
company did ‘not hold en ennnal meeting the previous year, or if ths date of this year's ammmal
meeting has been changed by more.than 3@ days from the dats of the previous year’s meeting, then
thadead]mciaamasonabletrmsbﬁorethecompmybegmstopnntandsmdmpmxymw

*Rifective March 30, 2007, in the last sentence of paragraph (e)(2) the word “mail” was revised to read
“send” as pert of the amendments to intemet availability of proxy materials. Ses SEC Release 34-55146; IC-
27671; Tenuary 22, 2007, Compliaice Dare: Parsons may not send & Notice ofIntemetAvdlabuhy of Proxy
Materinls to shareholders prior to July 1, 2007.

QZOWAMPW Inc.

(Burrery No. 236, 08-1507) __




with a copy under Question 10 balow, Rule 14a-8(j).

Rule 14a-8 Regulations 144 and 14C (Proxy Rules) 5728

*(3) If you are submitting your proposel for a meeting of shareholders other than a regularly
scheduled annual meeting, the deadlims is a reasoneble tima before the company begins to print
and send its proxy matedials,

A
() Question 6: What } I fafl to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements
explained in answexs o Questions 1 throngh 4 of this Rule 14a-8?

(1) Tho company may excluds your proposl, but only after it has notifisd yqu of the problem,

and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of receiving your proposal,
ths company must fotify you in writing of ey procedural or eligibility deficiencies, as well ag of
the tims frame for your response. Your résponse muat be postmarked, or tranamitted elsctronically,
1o later than 14 days from the date you received the company’s sotification. A company need not
provide you such notice of a deficiznoy if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such .as if you fail
to subimit & proposal by the company's properly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the propossl, it will later have to make a submission under Rule 14e-8 and provide you

@ Hycufaﬂmﬁmmpmmiwmhnldthemqnimdnumbuofsecurhiw'ﬂn:mghﬂmdmd
the msetimg of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to excinde all of your prapo
from its proxy materials for amy meeting held in the following two calendar years. o

(£) Question 7: Who has the burden of persaading the Commisslon or its staff thet oy
proposal can be excloded? '

Exmptuothuvdunmmnbmdmisqnthsmmymdmomwdmhinmﬁﬂedw
exclude a propodal. ¢ ' .

() Questiop 8; Mnst I appear personally at the shareholders® meeting to present the
propasal? e -

(I)Ethmyou.myommpnmﬁvawhnisquﬂiﬁedundu-mhwmmsemms
pmpoaalonyombehm,mnnmdﬂmmaoﬁngmpmm:ﬁmpmpoulwmamd
the mesting yourself or send a qualifisd representative to the meeting in your place, you should
mﬂm&ﬂymmymm&mﬂﬂw,fmﬂwﬂnmp&mhwmcednrufmm
the meeting and/or presenting your proposal. | ’ )

2 Ifmscumpa;yholdsiuahﬁehddumeﬁpgmwhdadrinpmmdmicmdh,m_
thecnmpagypemﬁmymwyommmﬁvemwmympmposﬂﬁamchmmmm
mxyappeuthmﬁghdecmicmediamhmthmtwdingmﬂmmeeﬁngmappminpum

_ (3) X you aor your qualified representative fuil to appear and preseat the proposal, withont
géodcme,mecompmywﬂlbepmﬁﬁadmududenﬂofympmpmﬂsﬁmimpmxymmm
for any mestings held in the following two calendar years. - o . o

G) Question9: I I have complied with the procedural requirements, on what other bases
may a company rely to exclnde my proposal?

(1) Improper Undar State Law: If the proposalis 7ota proper subject far action by shareholders
under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company’s crganization; .

Note to paragraph (i)(1): Depending on the subject matter, soms proposals are not
_ considered proper under state law if they would be binding on the company if approved by
shareholders. Tn our experience, most proposals that are cast a8 recommendations oT Tequests
that the board of directors taks specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we

*Effective March 30, 2007, in the last sentence of paragraph (¢)(3) the word “meil” was revissd to read
“gend™ as part of the amandments to internet availability of proxy materials. Ses SEC Release 34-55146; IC-
27671; January 22, 2007, Compliance Date: Persons may not send & Notics of Internet Availability of Proxy
Materials to sharsholders priar to July 1, 2007.

.....Bucsemm No, 236, 08-1507)




Rule 14a-8 Regulations 14A and 14C CProxy Rules) 5729

will assume that a proposal drafted a8 2 recommendation or suggunonupmpuunlmthe
company demonstrates otherwise.

(2) Violation of Law: I;t'the.pmponl would, if implemented, cavge the company to violate
any stats, fedara],orformgnlawmwh:chitmsubject;

Note topara.gmph (i)(2): We will not apply this bagis for exclusion to permit exclusion
ofaproposa]ongmundstha:nwouldwomefomgnhwﬂcomphancemththafomgnhw
would result in a violation of any stats or feders] law. ’

3) Viotaﬂonof?ro;y&uk: Xf the proposal or supporting statement is contrary to any of
the Commission's proxy rules, incloding Ruls 148-9, which prohibits materially falss or mislsading
statemnents in proxy soliciting materials;

{4) Personal Grisvance; Spétial Interest: ¥ the proposal relates to the redress of a personal
claim or gricvance agninst the company or any other persom, ar if it is degigned to result in a benefit
to you, or to further a parsonal interest, which is not shared by the other shareholders at large;

(5) Ralevance: If the proposel relates to operations which aseount for less then S percent
of the company’s.total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less than 5 percent
ofxtsnoteamngundgmsualufmxtsmostrwentﬁscalym,mdmuotoﬂmwmamgmﬁnmﬁy
relatad to tha company's business;

(6) Abzence of Power/Authority: 1f the company would lack the power or mﬂm:ity to
implemant the proposdl;

4)) Mmakmmw Ifthnproposaldeahw:ﬂlamama'relmngtothecumpany'n

‘ _a:dm.ary‘busmusqpuranons -

® Rcfatammcﬁm If&leproposa]relmmanalmqnfurmmbmhponﬂmcompmy ]
boerd of directors or aualogous governing body;

9) Cam‘limwiﬂlCommystpoml Ifﬂ:epmposalduedbeonﬂictwiﬂ:omofﬂw
company's own propoaals to be submitted to shareholders at the sams meeting;

Note to paragraph (i){9): A company's submission to the Commission under this Rule
"14g-8 should specify the points of conflict with the company’s proposal -
(10) Substantially Implemented: ¥ the company has already substantially implemented the
proposel; ' : :
(11) Duplication: If the proposal substantially dnplicates another proposal previously submit-
ted to ﬁaecompmybquﬂmmponmﬁmwiﬂbemludadmthecmnpmfnpmqmamm

*for the same meeting;

(12) Resubmizzions: If the proposal deals with substantially the same subject matter, as
ancther proposel or proposals that has or have been previqualy included in the company’s proxy
materiald within the preceding 5 calendar ysars, & company may excluda’it from its proxy materials
formymeennghnldﬁthma calcnduyemotthelastummtmmchﬂadnf&wproposalmﬂd.

[4)) LassﬂJanB% ofthcvotexfpmpoaedoncewxﬂnnthaPIMngScaImdarym,

(i) Lessthan 6% oftbcvowonmlmmhmmuonto shareholders if proposed twice previously
within the preceding 5 calendar years; or

(i) Less than 10% of the vote'on its last submission to shareholders if proposed thres umea
or more prewously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

(13} Specific Amount of Dividends: 1f the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends.

__©2007 Aspen PopuismERS, INC, . @mmNo 236, 08-15-07). . __
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(j) Questian 10: What procedures must the company follow if it intends to exclnde my
proposai? .

(1)Ifﬁmcompanymmdstoumludeaﬁmposal'ﬁummpmxymmm,nmstﬂem

. reasoms with the Commission no later than. 8Q-calendar days before it files its definitive proxy
" statemnent and form of proxy with the Comuission. The company mpst simunltanecusly provide yon =~

with & copy of its submisgion. The Commission staff may permit the company to maks its submission
later than 80 days before the company files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if ths
company demonstratas good cause for missing the deadline, -

(2) The company must fle six paper copies of the following:
(D The proposal; | .

&)Ma@mmmofwhyﬂ:ncompmybdmvu&atnmy exclude the proposal, which
Mﬁmﬁmmm&:mmmwm snc'hnspnorDmmanIcﬂmmsund

, . umndex the mule; and

(u:)Amppomngupmunufmmdwhmmchwmmbasadonmmdsmem'fmgn
law:

(k)Qnuﬂmu:MayImbmitmmmxmmtmtbeCommMonrspandingtoﬂu

company’s arguments?

. -Yes, you may submtampunse,bnmmnptmquned.Youahmldu-ymmhmnmympom
mm,mﬂ:a.copywthncompmy 83 500D 48 possible efter the comxpany mekes its suhrmission.
qu.mmmmmemmmmymmmmnm

ita response. You should submit six peper copies of your respanse.

a)Qumﬂonn.Hﬂ:ecompmlndndunushamhddupmpmaltnmpmymmmh,
what information abontmpmnnhlndndealongwtthﬂupropasal itself?

(I)Theeompanyspmxymmmqmstmnlndnymnmmdadm #s well a1 the mumber
0 ﬂaecompmysvonngmmuﬂmtyqu.hold.ﬂowm instead of providing thet informaticn,
McampmymnymmdmdudeaMthuwmmudamemfmmmsthm
promptly pon receiving an ‘oral or written request. -

(Z)Mconmmyhnmﬂspmﬁbhfmﬂaecommdyompmpomlmmpporﬁngmmm

(m)QdesﬁonB'WhatIdnifﬂ:ecompmmchdumitsprmeﬂmna

*

.whyhbeﬂevesshnreholdersshouldnotvouinhvor of my proposal, andldjmgreewlﬂl

some of its-ptatements? ..

(I)I'hecompanymyelecttomcluﬂnmltuproxystmmmtrcumwhy;tbehwﬂahmhnldm
shoﬂdvmagmnmycmmposﬂmwmpanynaﬂowedmmabummﬂWgMown
pmntofwew,;ustasyoumaynpmsymmpomz ofv;ewmyampropoaal’skuppmm
Smenr- o . .

(2) However, if you believe that the compamy*s opposition teyuwproposa.l cotiteing materially
false or misleading statements that may violats our anti-frand roje, Rule 142-3, you shouldpmmptly
send to the Commission staff and the compeny a letter explaining the reasons for your view, along
with a copy of the company' & statements opposing your pmposal. To the extent posaible, your letter
should include specific factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company’s cleims.
Time permitting, youmayvnahto:rytoworkomymndiﬂermwnhthecompanybyyomdf
before contecting the Contmission staff.

@ zom' Asmu PusLisEERS, INC. (BurieTy No. 236, 08-15-07)
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Rule 148-9 - _ Regulations 14A and 14C (Proxy Rules) 5731

"(3) ‘We require the company to send you » copy of its statements opposing your proposal
befors it sends its proxy materials, aothnyoumybnngtooma.ttannonanymam]lyfﬂseur
mmleadmgstatemzmx,undm-thefoﬂomgnmuﬁamea

ﬁ)qunrno—acﬂmrmponscreqmnaﬂMycumalmmvimcnsm yamproposalorsuppoznng
smmnnntasacondmmnwmqmnngﬂmwmpmymmdndonmmpmxymmm,ﬂmﬂm
conq:mymustprowdeyonmmacopyoﬁfBopposmanmmmMhturﬂnnﬁcnlmdn:dsys
after te- company receives & copy of your revissd proposal; or .

@Inaﬂoﬂ:.ucasas.mewmpmymunpmudayoumthnwpyofmoppoaﬁonmm
nolamﬂ:mSOoalendudaysbnfmitﬁludsﬁnidvaoopiu of its proxy atatement and form of
pmxyunﬂum:laltta-&

" Rule 140-9. Falseormlzadlmgsmtemmta. ‘

(8) "No solicitetion subject to this regrlation shall be made by means of any proxy statament,
form of proxy, notjce of mieating or other commnuication, written or orel, conteining any staternent
. which, at the time and in the light of the circiimstances under which it is made, is false or misleading
with respect to any material fact, or which omits to stats any material fact necessary in onder to
make thé' statememts therein not falss or misleading or necessary to comrect sny stetement in oy -
euﬂm-commnnicmmwiﬂimpectmmesolimtanonofapmxyﬁnthesamamaeungormbjea
mmrwhia:hhubmmum'mhmding

. {b) The fact that a proxy aﬁmhmnfuunofprmymuﬁmraohdhngm&tmﬂhubemﬂed
wﬁxmaxmmdbyrh:CommmdonshaunmbedmedaﬁndingbydmCmnthumch
material ig accurate or complats ar not falss or misleading, or that the Commission has pasged upan

the merits of or approved any syatement contained therein or any matter to be acted npon by seaurity
holdars. No representetion contrary to the foregoing shall be made,

Note. mﬁonomgmsmexampluafwhu.dspmdmguponpmm]nfnﬂsmd
circunistances maybemisludtngwiﬂ:inthemmingofthiamle:

(8) Pmdimomnmupeciﬂcﬁmmnuvahm

(b) Material'which directly or indirectly impugna character, megntym'pmomlrep\m
ﬁun.ordimcﬂ,yo:tmﬂmcﬂsmalgeacﬁumconmingmupm illegal or immoral condoct
o aspociations, withont factna] foundation . . .

.. (c)leummsoxdmnfiapmxymmmfmmofpmxyandoﬂmsohmmmml
aamdeaﬂydumgmhnﬁnmthsmﬁmMofmyothupmmmmwhmﬁng
fu:mesmemeeﬁngorsubjectmm .

@ Cﬂzﬁmmadapnmmnmeﬂngmgardmgmmmaasohcmum
Rule 14a-10. Probfbition of Certain Solicttations. '
- No pmonmnlnngnsohmmuon which is subjacttoRulea 14a—1w I4a-1(}shaﬂsuhcn:
- (9) Anyundamd orpost-dmd;mxy or

(b) Anypmxywhchmdas&mmshanbedzemedmbedatedasofmydmquumt
to the date on which it is signed by the security holder.

- A e
.

*Bffective March 30, 2007, in the introductory text of paragraph (m)(3) the ward “mails™ was revised to
read “1ends™ as part of the amendments to internst availability of proxy materials. See SEC Raleass 34-33146;
1C-27671; January 22, 2007, Conpﬂm:cbm?e:wmmynmundaﬂoﬁn: of Internet Availahility of Proxy
Mamia!amshmholdmprlmtolnlyl 20017,
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SAFEWAY ).

December 13, 2007

BY CERTIFIED MAIL

RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED
AND FACSIMILE

Sister Linda Hayes, OP

Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois
1237 West Monroe Street

Springfield, Illinois 62704

Fax: (217) 787-8169

Re: ‘. Stockholder Proposal

Dear Sister Hayes:

We received your letter, dated December 3, 2007, pursuant to which you are seeking to
co-sponsor, with the Adrian Dominican Sisters, what appears to be several distinct stockholder
proposals for consideration at Safeway Inc.’s 2008 Annual Meeting of Stockholders. Rule 14a- -
8(c) of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934, as amended (the “Exchange Act”), states that,
“le]ach shareholder may submit no more than one proposal to a company for a particular
shareholders’ meeting.” Specifically, your co-sponsored submission for inclusion in Safeway’s
proxy statement, to be voted on by Safeway’s stockholders, seeks to direct the Board of
Directors of Safeway to: (i) report on strategies to significantly reduce waste, energy and water
use throughout the supply chain; (ii) report on resource conservation programs and pollution-
prevention measures for the full product life-cycle; (iii) report on labeling products for country of
origin; (iv) report on labeling products for presence of genetically modified ingredients; and (v)
report on safety testing and systems to ensure identity preservation and traceability “from farm to
fork.”

As stated above, pursuant to Rule 14a-8(c), stockholders are limited to submitting “no
more than one proposal to a company for a particular shareholders’ meeting.” We note that last
year you co-sponsored a stockholder proposal for inclusion in Safeway’s proxy statement
concerning the single proposal of labeling products for the presence of genetically modified
ingredients. It appears that this year your co-sponsored submission has included several .
additional proposals along with the historic labeling products for genetically modified
ingredients proposal. As such, your co-sponsored proposal does not meet the requirements of
Rule 14a-8(c) of the Exchange Act.

In order for your co-sponsored proposal to be properly submitted, you must narrow your
submission to contain no more than one proposal for consideration by the stockholders and re-
submit such proposal to Safeway. We have sent a similar letter to the Adrian Dominican Sisters
to alert them that your co-sponsored proposal currently does not meet the requirements of Rule

Safeway Inc.
5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229




14a-8(c). To comply with Rule 14a-8(f), you must transmit your response to this notice of a
procedural defect within 14 calendar days of receiving this notice.

Additionally, your letter indicates that Rule 14a-8 requirements are intended to be met
including ownership of the required stock value until after the date of the applicable stockholder
meeting. However, your name does not appear in the Company’s records as a stockholder, and
we have not received from you the appropriate verification of ownership of Safeway Inc. shares.
As such, your proposal does not meet the requirements of Rule 14a-8(b) of the Exchange Act.

Under Rule 14a-8(b), at the time you submit your proposal, you must prove your
eligibility to the Company by submitting:

e cither: .
» a written statement from the “record” holder of the securities (usually a broker or
bank) verifying that, at the time you submitted the proposal, you continuously

held at least $2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the Company’s securities entitled
to be voted on the proposal at the meeting, for at least one year by the date you
submitted the proposal; or
e acopy of a filed Schedule 13D, Schedule 13G, Form 3, Form 4, Form 5 or
amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting your ownership of
shares as of or before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins and
your written statement that you continuously held the required number of shares
for the one-year period as of the date of the statement; and
e your written statement that you intend to continue holding the shares through the date of
the Company’s annual or special meeting.

In order for your co-sponsored proposal to be properly submitted, you must provide us
with the proper written evidence that you meet the share ownership and holding requirements of
Rule 14a-8(b). Again, to comply with Rule 14a-8(f), you must transmit your response to this

notice of a procedural defect within 14 calendar days of receiving this notice. We have attached
a copy of Rule 14a-8 regarding stockholder proposals.

Very truly yours, .

s 0 Tovede/

Laura A. Donald

cc:  Kimberly Wilkinson (Latham & Watkins)

Enclosure
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*Note 3 to § 240.14a-7. If the registrent is sending the requesting security holder’s
materials under § 240.14a-7 and receives a request from the security holder to furnish the
materials in the form and manner described in § 240.14a-16, the registrant must accommodate
that request, o . ‘

Rule 14a-8. Sharcholder Proposals.**
This section addresses when a"company must include & sharsholder’s proposal in its proxy

- gtatement and identify the proposal in its fonm of proxy when the company holds an annual er

spécial mesting of sharehalders. In summary, in drder to have your shareholder proposal included
on 8 company’s proxy card, and included along with any supporting statement in its proxy statement,
you must be eligible and follow certain procedures. Under a few specific circumstances, the company
is permitted to exclude your proposal, but only after submitting its reasons to the Commiission. We
structured this section In a qucsﬁon-snf-answe'r format so that it is easier to understand. The
references to “you” are to a sharehoider seeking to submit the proposal. "

{a) Question 1: What is a ﬁroposal?

" A sharcholdey proposal is your recorhmendation or fequirement that the company aod/or its '

board of directors take action, which you intend to present ata meeting of the cofmpany’s shareholders.

. Your proposal should state as clearly as possible the course of action that you believe the company

should follow, If your proposal is placed on the company's proxy card, the company must also
provide in the form of proxy means for sharetiolders to specify by boxes a choice between approval

‘or disapproval, or abstention. Unless otherwise indicated, the word “proposal” as used in this saction
- refers both.to your proposal, and to your corresponding statement in support of your proposal (if
.amy). : R ' ' '

(b) Question 2: Who is eligible to submit a preposal, and bow do I demonstrate to the
company that T am eligible? T o < '

-7 (1)’ In ordar to be eligible to submit a proposal, you must have continuously held at least
'$2,000 in market value, or 1%, of the company's securities eatitled to be voted on the proposal at
the mesting for at least one year by the date you. submit the proposal. You must continue to hold
those securities through the date of the meeting, - ' : .

" (2) If you are the registered holder of your securities, which meansg that yOur pame sppears
in. the company’s records as a sharcholder, the company can vexify your eligibility on its own,
although you will still have to provide the company with a written statement that you intend to
continue to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of sharcholders. However, if like
many shareholders you are not a registered holder, the company likely does not ¥now that you are

*Effective Jamuary 1, 2008, Rule 14a-7 is amended by removing Note 3 to § 240.14e-7 as part of the
smendments relating to shareholder choice regarding proxy materiel. Ses SEC Release Nos. 34-56135; IC-
27911: July 26, 2007. Compliance Dates: “Large accelerated filers,” as thet term is defined in Rule 12b-2 under
fhe Securities Exchange Act, hot including registered investment companies, must comnply with the amendments
regarding proxy solicitatiohs commencing on or after January 1, 2008. Registered investment companies, persons
other than issners, and igsuers that are not large accelerated filers condocting proxy solicitations (1) may comply
with the amendments regarding proxy solicitations commencing og.0r after January 1, 2008 and(2) must comply
with the amendments regarding proxy solicitations commencing on or after January 1, 2009,

*Effective March 30, 2007, Rule 14a-8 was amended by revising the word “mail” to read “send” in the
Jast sentence of paragreph (e)(2) 2od in paragraph (¢)(3), and the word “mails” to read “sends” in the introductory

text of paragraph (m)(3) as part of the amendments to internet availability of proxy materials, See SEC Release

34-55146; IC-27671; Januery 22, 2007. Compliance Date: Persons may not send.a Notice of Intemet Availability
of Proxy Materials to shareholders prior to July 1, 2007.

Note: Ses AFSCME v. AIG, No. 05-2825-cv (2d Cir,, Sept. 5, 2006), the court reversed the judgment of
the district court and remanded the case for entry of judgment in faver of AFSCME. The court disagreed with
the SEC staff's long-standing interpretation of Rule 14a-8. . . -

© 2007 Aspen PupLisBERS, INC.
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a shareholder, or how many shares you own. In this case, at the time you submit your proposal,
you must prove your eligibility to the company in one of two ways:

(i) The first way is to submit to the compeny a written statement from the “record” holder of

Ayom' securities (usually a broker or bank) verifying that, at the time you submitted your. proposal,
" you continuously held the securities for at least one year. You must also include your own written

statement that you intend to. contmuc to hold the securities through the date of the meeting of

" shareholders; or

. (ii) The second way to prove ownership applies only if you have filed a Schedule 13D, Schedule
13G, Form 3, Form 4 and/or Form 5, or amendments to those documents or updated forms, reflecting
your ownership of the shares as of or before the date on which the one-year eligibility period begins.

- If you have filed one of these documcnts with the SEC, you may demonstrate your ehg;bihty by

submitting to the company: - *

(A) A copy of the schedule and/or form. and any subsequent amendments reporting a change
in your owmn-shxp level;

(B) Your written statement that you continuously held the reqmred numlm of shares for the

ope-year period as of the date of the statmnent. and

(C) Your written statement that you intend to continue ownership of the shares through the
date of the company's annual or spocm] mesting.

{c) Quesﬂon 3 How many proposals may I submit?
Bach shareliolder may subzmt no mom tha.n one proposal toa company for 4 particular

" sharebolders’ mesting,

(d) ‘Question 4: How long can my pmpooal be?

The proposal, mcludmg any accompanying supporting statement, may not exceed- 500 words.
{¢) Question 5; What is the deadhne for submitting a proposal?
“(1) If you are sub:mtﬁng your proposal for the company’s annnal mncnng, you cen in most

cases find the deadline in last year's proxy statement. However, if the company did not hold an

annual meetmg last year, or hias changed: the date of its meeting for this year more than 30 days

-from last year's meeting, you can usually find the deadline in one of the company s quarterly

reports on Form 10-Q or 10-QSB, or in shareholder reports of imvestmemt companies under Rule

'30d-1 vader the Investment Company Act of 1940. In order to avoid controversy, shareholders

should submit their proposals by means, intluding electronic means, that permit them to prove the
date of dchvary

*(2) The deadlmc is calculated in the following manner if the proposal is submitted for a
regularly scheduled annual meeting. The proposal must be received at the company s principal
executive offices mot less than 120 calendar days before the date of the. oompany § proxy staternent
released to shareholders in connection with the previous year's annual meeting. However, if the
company did not hold an annual meeting the previons year, or if the date of this year's annual
mesting has been changed by more.then 30 days from the date of the previous year's meeting, then
the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to print and send its proxy materials.

“Effective March 30, 2007, in the last sentence of paragraph (e)(2) the word “mail” was revised to read

“send” as part of the amendments to internet availability of proxy materials. Ses SEC Release 34-55146; IC-

27671; Tanuary 22, 2007. Compliarice Date; Persons may not send a Notice of Inmet Availability of Proxy
Materials to shareholders prior to July 1, 2007,

_ ©2007 Aspen PupLsEERS, Inc. (BuweTm No. 236, 08-15-07)
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*(3) If you are submitting your proposal for a meeting of shareholders other than a regulatly
scheduled annual meeting, the deadline is a reasonable time before the company begins to print
and send its proxy materials.

i
() Question 6: What if I £afl to follow one of the eligibility or procedural requirements
explained in answers to Questions 1 through 4 of this Rule 14a-8?

(1) The company may exclude your propasel, but cxnly after it has notified you of the problem,
and you have failed adequately to correct it. Within 14 calendar days of receiving your Froposal,
the company must hotify you in writing of any procedurel cr eligibility deficiencies, as well as of
the time frame for your response. Your response must be postmarked, or transmitted electronically,
no later then 14 days from the date you received the company's notification. A company need not
provide you such notice of a deficiency if the deficiency cannot be remedied, such .as if you fail
to submit a proposal by the company’s propexly determined deadline. If the company intends to
exclude the proposal, it will later have to make a submission under Rule 142-8 and provide you
with a copy under Question 10 below, Rule 14a-3(j). .

(2) If you fail in your promise to hold the required number of securities through the date of
the meeting of shareholders, then the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals
from its proxy materials for any meeting held in the following two calendar years. :

® Quesﬂqi: 7: Who has the burden of persnading the Commission or its staff that ﬁy
proposal can be excluded? '

Except a8 otherwise noted, the burden is on the compeny to demonstrate that it is entitled to
exclude a proposal. - : ‘

(1) Question 8: Must 1 appear personally at the shareholders’ meeting to present the
proposal? - K

(1) Either you, or your representative who is qualified- under. state law to present the
proposal on your behalf, must attend the meeting to present the proposal. Whether you attend
the meeting yourself or send a qualified represenitative to the meeting in your place, you should
make sure that you, or your representative, follow the proper state law procedures for attending
the meeting and/or presenting your proposal. ' :

(2) If the company holds its shateholder meeting in whole or in part via electronic media, and

' the company permits you or your representative to present your proposal via such media, then you

may appeer throtigh electronic media rather than traveling to the meeting to appear in person.

(3) If you or your qualified representative fail to appear and present the proposal, without
good cause, the company will be permitted to exclude all of your proposals from its proxy materials
for any meetings held in the following two calendar years. - . Co

(i) Question 9: If I have complied with the procednﬁl requirements, on what other bases
may a company rely to exclude my proposal?

(1) ImproperUnder State Law: Tf the proposalis nota proper subject for action by shareholders

under the laws of the jurisdiction of the company’s orgamization;

Note to paragraph (i)(1): Depending on the subject matter, some proposals are not
_considered proper uader stats law if they would be binding on the company if approved by
shareholders. In our experience, most proposals that are cast as recommendations or requests
that the board of directors take specified action are proper under state law. Accordingly, we

*Effective March 30, 2007, in the last sentence of paragraph (¢)(3) the ward “mpail” was revised to read
“send” as pert of the amendments to internet availability of proxy materials. See SEC Release 34-55146; IC-
27671; January 22, 2007. Compliance.Date: Persons may not send a Notice of Internet Availability of Proxy
Materials 10 shareholders prior to July 1, 2007.

© 2007 Aspen PuprisEegs, Inc.
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will assume that a proposal drafted as a recormmmendation or suggestion is proper unless the
company demonstrates otherwise.

(2) Violation of Law: If the prpposnl would, if implemented, cause the company to violate
any state, federal, or foreign law to which it is subject;

Note to paray@h (i)(2}: We will not apply this besis for exclusion to permit exclusion

of a proposal on grounds that it would violate foreign law if compliance with the foreign law

would result in a violation of any state or federal law.

(€)] onlanou of Proxy Rules: 1f the proposal or supporting smmmﬁnt is contrary to any of
the Commission’s proxy rules, including Rule 14a-9, which prohibits materially false or misleading
statements in proxy soliciting materials; .

(&) Personal Grisvance; Spd%ial Interest: If the proposal relates to the redress of a personal
claim or grievance against the company or any other person, or if it is designed to result in a benefit
to you, or to further a personal interest, which is not shared by the other shareholders at large;

(5) Relevance: If the proposal relates to operations which account for less than 5 percent
of the company’s.total assets at the end of its most recent fiscal year, and for less than 5 percent
of its net earnings and gross sales for its most recent fiscal year, and is not otherwise significantly
related to the company’s business; .

(6) Absence of Power/Authority: If the company would lack the power or aurhcnty to
implement the proposal.

€)] Mana’gemeut Functions: . If the proposal dcals with & marm relating to the company’s

ordinary business operanons

(8) Relatss to Elecﬁon. Ifthepmposalmlatesto anelccucnformcmbmhlp cn the company's
board of directors or analogous govemning body,

6] -Car"ﬂicts with Company’s Proposal: If the proposal duecﬂy conflicts with one of the
compeany’s own proposals to be submitted to shareholders at the same meeting;

. Note to paragraph (i}(9): A company's submission to the Commission under this Rule
"14a-8 should specify the points of conflict with the company’s proposal. -
(10) Substantially Implemented: I the company has already substantially implemented the
proposal;

(11) Duphcaﬁon. If the proposal substantially duplicates anothzrpmposal prevlously submit-
ted to the company by angther proponeat that will be included in the company’s proxg,r materials

“for the same meeting;

(12) Resubmissions: If the proposa] deals with substantially the same subject matter as
another proposal or proposals that has or have been previously included in the company's proxy
materiald within the preceding 5 calendar years, a company may exclude it from its proxy materials
for any mesting held within 3 calendar years of the last time it was included if the proposal received:

() Less than 3% of the vote if proposed once within the preceding 5 calendar years;

(ii) Less than 6% of the *;'ote on its last submission to shareholders if proposed twice previously
within the preceding 5 calendar years; or '

(i) Less than 10% of the vote on its last submiission to shareholders if proposed three nmes
Or more prcvxously within the preceding 5 calendar years; and

(13} Specific Amount of Dividends: 1f the proposal relates to specific amounts of cash or
stock dividends. .

...(BuLLerz? No, 236, 08-15-07) =
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() Question 10: What procedures must the company follow if it ntends to exclude my
proposal? :

(1) If the company intends to exclude a proposallfmm its proxy materials, it must file its

. reasons with the Commission no later than- 8Q- calendar days before it files its definitive proxy
. statement and form of proxy with the Commission. The company must simultanecusly provide you

with a copy of its submission. The Commission staff may permit the company to make its submisgion
Iater thap 80 days before the company files its definitive proxy statement and form of proxy, if the
company demonstrates good cause for missing the deadline. - :

(2) The company must file six paper copies of the following:

(i) The proposal; .
e . .

@i) An explanation of why the company believes that it may exclude the proposal, which
should, if possible, refer to the iriost recent applicdble authority, such as prior Divigion letters issued

. under the rule; and

(iif) A supporting opinion of connse] when such reasons ere based on matters of state or foreign
law. - . . , T . . e

(k) Question 11: May I submit my own statement to the Commission responding to the
company’s arguments? .

.- Yes, you may submit a response, but it is not required, You should try to submit axry response
to us, with a copy to the company, a8 soon as possible after the company mpkes its submission.
'Ihisway.ﬂ:eCommissionstaffwillhaveﬁnietownsiﬂerfuﬂyymu ission before it issues
its response. You should submit six paper copies of your response. e

(1) Question 12: If the 'company includes my shareholder proposal in its proxy materials,
what information about me must it include along with the proposal itse? = :

g (1). The company’s proxy Statement npust include your name and address, as well as the oumber

of the compeany’s voting securities that you hold. However, instead of providing that information,
the company may instead include a statement that it will provide the information to shareholders
promptly Upon receiving an oral or written request - :

(2) The company is not mele for the contents of your proposal or supporting statemnent.

- (m) Question 13: What can I do if the compiny includes in its proxy statement reasons
why it believes shareholders should not vote in favor of my proposal, and I disagree with
some of its statements? .. : :

. (1) The company may elect to include inits pioxy statement reasons why it believes shareholders
should vote against your proposal The company is allowed to make arguments reflecting its own
paint ‘of view, just as you may éxpress your own point of view in your proposal’s supporting
statement.” . ‘ R ;

(2) However, if you believe that the company’s opposition te your proposal conitains matexially
false or misleading statenents that may violate our anti-fraud rule, Rule 148-9, you should prompity
send to the Commission staff and the company a letter explaining the reasons for your view, along
with a copy of the company’ & statements opposing your proposal. To the extent possible, your letter
should include specific factual information demonstrating the inaccuracy of the company’s claims.
Time permitting, you may wish to try to work out your differences with the company by yourself
before contacting the Commission staff. J . -

@ 2007 AspeN PUBLISHERS, INC. (BuLLeTmv No. 236, 08-15-07)
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*(3) We reqmre the company to send you a copy of its statsments opposing your proposal
before it sends its proxy materials, o that you may bring to our anenuon any materially false or
misleading statemeats, under the fonowmg timeframes:

(i) If our no-action response reqmres that you make revisions to your proposal or supporting
statexoent as a condition to requiring the company to include it in its proxy materials, then the
company must provide you with a copy of its opposition statements no 1ate.r than 5 calendar days
after the-company receives a copy of your revised proposal; or

(ii) In all other cases, the campany must provide you with a copy of its opposition statements
no later than 30 oalendar days before it files definitive copies of its proxy statement and form of
proxy undu Rule i4a-6.

" Rule 148-9. False or M:sleading Statements

(8) ‘No solicitation subject to this regulation shall be made by means of any proxy statement,
form of proxy, notice of meeting or other communication, written or oral, contgining any statement

. which, at the time and in the light of the circumstances under which it is made, is false or misleading

with respect to any material fact, or which omits to state any material fact necessary in order to
make thé stafements therein not false or misleading or necessary to correct eny statement in any
earlier communication with respect to the solicitation of a proxy for, the same meeting or subject
matter which has become false or misleading. :

. (b) The fact that a proxy statement, form of proxy or other soliciting material has been filed
with or examined by the Commission shall not be deemed a finding by the Commission that such
material ig accurate or complete or not false or misleading, or that the Commission has passed upon
thcmcritsoforappmvedanyst,atm:moontainedthminora.nymattattobcacteduponbysi?mn'ity
holdam No represemanon contrary to the foregoing shall be made.

Note. The fcllowu.ng are some examplea of what, depending upon paruculm' facts and
mrcumstancas,maybemdca&ngwxﬂnnﬂwmeamngofthsnﬂe .

(a) Predictions as to 3pec1.ﬁc fumre market values. '

(b) Material which direetly or mdmctly impugns character, integrity or pu-sonal reputa-
tion, or directly or indirectly makes charges concerning mprop:r, illegal or nmnoral conduct
or associations, without factual foundation. .

.. (c) Failure to so identify a PIoxy statamaut,form of proxy and other soliciting material
as to clearly distingnish it from the soliciting material of any other person or persons soliciting
for the same mectmg or subject matter, :
@ Clz.ima made prior to 2 meetmg regarding the results of a solicitation.
Rule 14a-10. Prohibition of Certain Solicitations. '
- No person msking a sohcltanon which is subject to Rules 14a-1 to I4a-10 shall solicit:
- (&) Any undated or post—dated pIOXY; Or

(b) Any proxy which provides that it shall be deemed to be dated as of any date subsequr.nt
to the date on which it is signed by the security holder.

*Effective March 30, 2007, in the introductory text of paragraph (m)(3) the word “mails” was revised to
read “sends” as part of the amendments to internet availability of proxy materials. See SEC Relesse 34-55146;
IC-27671; Tanuary 22, 2007. Carrq:liance Date: Persons may not send a Notice of Intemet Availability of Proxy
Materials to shareholders prior to Fuly 1, 2007,

© 007ASPBNPUBLISBERS,INC BT

em s e, (BurLETN No. 236, 08-15:07). .. ...




Office of Chief Counsel
January 7, 2008

LATHAM&WATKINSue

EXHIBIT D




THE CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF THE COMPTROLLER
1 CENTRE STREET
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10007-2341

e

: A .
1)

i &_‘

WILLIAM C. THOMPSON, JR.
COMPTROLLER

November 7, 2007

“Mr. Robert A. Gordon

Secretary

Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Meall Road .
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229 ~

Dear Mr. Gordon:

The Office of the Comptroller of New York City is the custodian and trustee of the New
York City Employees’ Retirement System, the New York City Teachers’ Retirement
System, the New York City Police Pension Fund, and the New York City Fire
Department Pension Fund, and custodian of the New York City Board of Education
Retirement System (the “funds™). The funds’ boards of trustees have authorized the
Comptroller to inform you of their intention to offer the enclosed proposal for
conslderatlon of stockholders at the next annual meeting.

I submit the attached proposal to you in accordance with rule 14a-8 of the Securities
Exchange Act of 1934 and ask that it be included in your proxy statement.

Letters from The Bank of New York certifying the funds’ ownership, continually for over
a year, of shares of Safeway, Inc. common stock are enclosed. The funds intend to
continue to hold at least $2,000 worth of these securities through the date of the annual
meetmg

We would be happy to discuss this initiative with you. Should the board decide to
endorse its provisions as company policy, our funds will ask that the proposal be
withdrawn from consideration at the annual meeting. Please feel free to contact me at
(212) 669-2651 if you have any further questions on this matter.

" Very truly yours,

-
Patw€k Doherty
pd:ma
Enclosures
Safeway sustainability 2008

@ New York City Office of the Comptroller
. Bureau of Asset Management . e e o




Sustainability Report
2008

WHEREAS:!

Investors increasingly seek disclosure of companies’ social and environmental practices in the
belief that they impact shareholder value. Many investors believe companies that are good
employers, environmental stewards, and corporate citizens are more likely to be accepted in their
communities and to prosper long-term. According to Innovest, an environmental investment
research consultant, major investment firms including ABN-AMRO, Neuberger Herman,
Schroders, T. Rowe Price, and Zurich Scudder subscribe to information on companies' social and
environmental practices.

Sustainability refers to development that meets present needs without impairing the ability of
future generations to meet their own needs. The Dow Jones Sustainability Group defines
corporate sustainability as "a business approach that creates long-term shareholder value by
embracing opportunities and managing risks deriving from economic, environmental and social
developments.”

Globally, approximately 1,900 companies produce reports on sustainability issues
(www.corporateregister.com), inciuding more than haif of the global Fortune 500 (KPMG
Intarnational Survey of Corporate Responsibility Reporting 2005).

Companies increasingly recognize that transparency and dialogue about sustainability are
elements of business success. For example, Unilever's Chairman stated in a 2003 speech, “So
when we talk about corporate sacial responsibility, we don't see it as something business "does”
to society but as something that is fundamental to everything we do. Nat just philanthropy or
community investment, important though that is, but the impact of our operations and products as
wall as the interaction we have with the societies we serve.”

An October 6, 2004 statement published by social research analysts reported that they value
public reporting because "we find compelling the large and growing body of evidenca linking
companies' strong performance addressing soclal and environmental issues to strong
performance In creating long-term shareholder value... We believe that companies can more
effectively communicate their perspectives and report performance on complex social and
environmental issues through a comprehensive report than through press releases and other ad
hoc communications.” (www.socialinvest.org)

RESOLVED: Shareholders request that the Board of Directors issue a report to shareholders, by

" December 31, 2008, at reasonable cost and omitting proprietary information, on the Company's

sustainability policies and performance, including multiple, objective statistical indicators.
Supporting Statement

The report should include the Company’s deflnition of sustainability, as well as a company-wide
review of company policies, practices, and indicators related to measuring long-term social and
environmental sustainability.

We recommend that the Company use the Global Reporting Initiative's Sustainability Reporting
Guidelines ("The Guidelines") to prepare the report. The Global Reporting Initiative
(www.globalreporting.org) is an international organization with representatives from the business,
environmental, human rights, and laber communities. The Guidelfines provide guidance on report
content, including performance in six categories (direct economic impacts, environmental, labor
practices and decent work conditions, human rights, society, and product responsibility). The
Guidelines provide a flexible reporting system that permits the omission of content that is not
relevant to company operations. Almost 800 companies use or consuit the Guidelines for
sustainability reporting.
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BNY MELLON
ASSET SERVICING

US Securities Services

November 7, 2007
To Whom It May Concemn

Re: Safeway Inc. CUSIP#: 786514208

Dear Madame/Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for the above referenced asset
continuously held in custody from November 7, 2006 through today at The Bank of New York
Mellon in the name of Cede and ‘Company for the New York City Fire Department Pension Fund.

The New York City Fire Department Pension Fund 112,414 shares

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any specific concerns or questions.

Sincerely,

(00

Richard Blanco
Vice President

One Wall Street, New York, NY 10286
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BNY MELLON
ASSET SERVICING

US Securities Services

November 7, 2007
To Whom It May Concern

Re: Safeway Inc. CUSIP#: 786514208

Dear Madame/Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for the above referenced asset
continuously held in custody from November 7, 2006 through today at The Bank of New York
Mellon in the name of Cede and Company for the New York City Police Pension Fund.

The New York City Police Pension Fund 301,290 shares
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any specific concerns or questions.

Sincerely,

Richard Blanco
Vice President

One Wall Street, New York, NY 10286
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BNY MELLON
ASSET SERVICING

US Securities Services

November 7, 2007

To Whom It May Concern

Re: Safeway Inc. "CUSIP#: 786514208

Dear Madame/Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for the above referenced asset
continuously held in custody from November 7, 2006 through today at The Bank of New York
Mellon in the name of Cede and Company for the New York City Teachers' Retirement System.

The New York City Teachers’ Retirement System 463,028 shares

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any specific concerns or questions.

Sincerely, | \

wattso

Richard Blanco
Vice President

One Wall Street, New York, NY 10286




BNY MELLON
ASSET SERVICING _

US Securities Services

November 7, 2007

To Whom It May Concern

Re: Safeway Inc. CUSIP#: 786514208

Dear Madame/Sir:
The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for the above referenced asset

continuously held in custody from November 7, 2006 through today at The Bank of New York
Mellon in the name of Cede and Company for the New York City Employees' Retirement System.

The New York City Employees' Retirement System 528,661 shares

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any specific concerns or questions.

Sincerely,

wtrsles

Richard Blanco
Vice President

One Wall Straet, New York, NY 10286
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BNY MELLON
ASSET SERVICING

US Securities Services

November 7, 2007

To Whom It May Concern

Re: Safeway Inc. CUSIP#: 786514208

Dear Madame/Sir:

The purpose of this letter is to provide you with the holdings for the above referenced asset
continuously held in custody from November 7, 2006 through today at The Bank of New York
Mellon in the name of Cede and Company for the New York City Board of Education Retirement
System.

The New York City Board of Education Retirement System 41,906 shares
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any specific concerns or questions.

Sincerely,

A Vo

Richard Blanco
Vice President

) .,,_,9,”? yVVaII Streeg New VYork, NY 10286
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FAX TRANSMISSION

To: Will Hines, Esq.
Office of the Chief Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance
Securities & Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE
Washington, DC 20549

Fax Number; 202-772-9201

From: Paul M. Neuhauser
Tel and Fax: 941-349-6164

Date: January 29, 2008

Re: Shareholder proposal submitted to Safeway, Inc.

Number of pages, including this page = 8




_ Bd/pB/2082 BD:27 2875966855 MARY PAUL NEUHAUSER PAGE B2

PAUL M. NEUHAUSER
Attorney at Law (Admitted New York and fowa)}

1253 North Basin Lanc
Siesta Key
Sarasota, FL 34242
Tel and Fax: (941) 349-6164 Email: pmpeuhauser(@aol.com
January 29, 2008
Securities & Exchange Commission
100 F Street, NE
Washington, D.C. 20549
Att:  Will Hines, Esq.
Office of the Chicf Counsel
Division of Corporation Finance

Via fax 202-772-9201
Re: Sharcholder Proposal submitted to Safeway, Inc.
Dear Sir"Madam:

I have been asked by the Adrian Dominican Sisters and the Dominican Sisters of
Springfield, Ilinois (hereinafier collectively referred to as the “Proponents™), each of
which is a beneficial owner of shares of common stock of Safeway, Inc.(hereinafier
referred to either as “Safeway” or the Company”), and who have jointly submitted a
shareholder proposal to Safeway, to respond to the letter dated January 7, 2008, sent to
the Securities & Exchange Commission by Latham & Watkins LLP on behalf of the
Compeny, in which Safeway contends that the Proponents’ sharcholder proposal may be
excluded from the Company's year 2008 proxy statement by virtue of Rutes 14a-8(c),
14a-8(i)3) and 14a-8(i)(11) and that one of the Proponeats cannot sponsor the proposal
by virtue of Rule 14a-8(b).

[ have reviewed the Proponents’ shareholder proposal, as well as the aforesaid
letter sent by the Company, and based upon the foregoing, as well as upon a review of
Rule 14s-8, it is my opinion that the Proponents’ shareholder proposal must be included
in Safeway’s year 2008 proxy statement; that it is not excludable by virtue of any of the
cited rules; and that the cosponsor of the proposal is entitled to be recognized as a
sponsor of the proposal.
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The Proponents’ shareholder proposal requests that Safeway’s Board adopt
measures to ensure the security and safety of the Company’s food supply chain.

RULE 14a-8(c)

The Compeny is in the food business, with 1761 supermarkets and 32 food plants
(according to the Company’s most recent 10-K). It is believed to be the nation’s second
largest retail food chain.

It is readily apparent that the Proponents’ shareholder proposal deals with but one
subject, namely the Company’s food supply chain, and especially with the safety and
environmental aspects of that chain. Thus, after an introductory first paragraph, the next
four paragraphs of the Whereas clause talk exclusively about difficulties that have arisen
that directly affect the nation’s food supply chain. By word count, these paragraphs
comprise some 78% of the Whereas clause. Thus, 78-80% of the explanation of the
proposal desls exclusively with but a single topic, namely threats to the nations food
supply (the remaining 20%, the first Whereas paragraph, is extremely general in nature
and docs not point to any particular problem to be addressed by the proposal). Afier
setting the premise that there are problems with the nation’s food supply chain, the
Resolve clause then asks the Company to report on the “sustainability [i.e. environmental

" impact] and security” of the Company’s product supply chain, Since the Company is
only in the supermarket and food processing business this can refer only to the
Company’s food supply chain. Finally, the Resolve clause requests that certain things be
included in the report on the Company’s food supply chain, including such matters as (1)
safety testing of this food supply chain; (ii) what systems are in use to allow tracing in
the event that a problem arises with respect to a product [NB the difficulties that have
occurred in tracing tainted foods such as when organic spinach killed three people a
couple of years ago, referred to in the third paragraph of the Whereas clause]; (iit)
whether there are programs for pollution prevention over the life cycle of the products
sold, i.e. by suppliers such as industrial style pig and cattie confinement operations; and
(iv) whether there are conservation programs, i.c. by suppliers with respect to growing
the food being sold.

In short, the Proponents’ shareholder proposal deals with but a single topic,
namely the safety, security and environmental impact of the Company’s food supply
chain.

RULE 14a-8(iX11)

The Proponents’ shareholder proposal does not duplicate the shareholder proposal
that has been submitted to the Company by the Office of the Comptroller of the City of
New York (the “New York City proposal”). The New York City proposal asks the
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Company to issue a susteinability report based on the Guidelines established by the
Global Reporting Initiative, The Company has failed to identify any portion of the
Global Reporting Initiative’s Guidelines that would cause someone using those
guidelines to report on any of the four matters specified in the Proponents’ shareholder
proposal and which are enumerated in the final sentence of the second paragraph of the
previous portion of this letter (dealing with Rule 14a-8(b)). On the contrary, the
undersigned accessed those Guidelines at the web site specified in the New York City
proposal and searched them for some of the terms that relate closely to the concemns
expressed in the Proponents’ shareholder proposal. For example, items (iii) and (iv)

" requested by the Proponents concern the activities of their suppliers with respect to
pollution and conservation. A search of the Guidelines for “suppliers” revealed eleven
hits, nope of which were relevant to the Proponents’ concerns. Similarly, with respect to
items (i) and (ii), searches using the terms “food”, “traceability” and “safety testing™ ail
recorded no hits at all. Thus it is clear that the “principal thrust or focus” of the two
proposals are different.

There is a very good reason why these searches produced no overlaps and that is
because the Guidelines look almost exclusively to the activities of the registrant itself
while the Proponents proposal is focused on the life cycle of the products sold, not only
with respect to items (iii) and (iv) but also with respect to itemes (i) and (ii) which are
concerned with the prior history of the produce being sold by Safeway. Thus, the only
overlap between the two proposals appears to be that the Proponents used the single word
“sustainability”. The use of that single word hardly indicates that there is an identical
focus or thrust to the two proposals.

In conclusion, the Company has failed to carry its burden of proving that the
Proponents’ shareholder proposal substantially duplicated the New York City proposal.

RULE 142-8(i)X3)

The Company’s argument appears to be a makeweight wholly lacking in
substance.

Is the Company serious in claiming that a proposal is so vague and indefinite as to
warrant exclusion as false and misleading because it fails to specify “how the report
should be generated and delivered to shareholders™? (See p. 7 of the Company’s letter.)
The New York City proposal equally does not specify how the requested report is to be
“delivered” to the shareholders. Indeed, almost no sharcholder proposal requesting a
report specifies how the delivery is to take place. As to how it is “generated”, the
Proponents’ sharcholder proposal specifies that it is to be generated by the Board of
Drrectors, as is typical of many shareholder proposal requests for reports.

If the Company is really complaining that there are insufficient guidelines as to
the content of the proposed report, then Safeway’s argument is equally wholly lacking in
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merit. Such guidelines are specified in the Resolve clause itself in the two bullet
sentences beginning “Resource” and “Safety”.

RULE 14a-8(b)

This contention is even stranger than the last. Why is the Company wasting the
shareholders’ money (we assumne that Latham & Watkins is not acting pro-bono) by
trying to exclude the sponsorship of the co-proponent when, even if it wins, there would
be no real world consequences to that victory? If Safeway wins on this issue, the
Proponents’ shareholder proposal would remain on the Company’s proxy statement and
the name of the co-proponent would, in any event, never have appeared in the proxy
statement. Nevertheless, Safeway has spent about four pages (out of about 11) arguing
that the co-proponent should not be recognized as such. It is difficult to fathom the
Company’s motivation for so acting. Vindictive? Hates sharcholders?

Whatever the motivation of the Company, there can be no doubt but that the data
supplied is sufficient to reach the ineluctable conclusion that the Dominican Sisters of
Springfield (the “Dominican Sisters”) have met the eligibility requirements of Rule
14a-8. .

They have supplied the Company with & letter from JPMorgan attesting to the fact
that over $2000 worth of Company stock had been held by the Dominican Sisters for a
year ending on the date of the letter.

Is that letter sufficient under Rule 14a-8? Technically probably not, despite the
fact that most imvestment advisors would send a similar letter without being aware that
the one year period specified in the letter should not be the one year ended with the date
of the letter itself, but rather the one year ended with the date on which the Dominican
Sisters had submitted their proposal, which was actuatly December 3. Since the
proponents cannot control the wording of letters sent by third party advisors or
custodians, the technicalities of the Rule often cannot be complied with by the third
party’s letter. Thus there is a potential gap in the proof of ownership by the Dominican
Sisters, namely whether they owned the stock for the period December 3 to December 19
in the prior year, 2006, '

They did. And the Dominican Sisters have provided the Company, within the
requisite time period, with sufficient information that the Company must be aware of that
fact.

In addition to the letter from JPMorgan, the Dominican Sisters had previously
supplied Safeway with two other documents in an attempt to prove their ownership.
These were a statement from JPMorgan for the month of October which showed not only
that the Dominican Sisters owned 110 shares of Safeway as of the end of the month, but
also that their Account Number is PYH-395226, that the Account Name is
“DOMINICAN™ and that the cost basis of the 110 shares was $2 875.05. Of course, this
document alone does not in and of itself prove that the Dominican Sisters had held the
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shares during the period December 3 to 19, 2006. However, the second document the
Dominican Sisters had supplied was a confirmation for account PYH-395226 (account
number shown at the bottom of the confirmation) showing that the Dominican Sisters had
bought 110 shares of Safeway on October 3, 2005 at a cost of exactly $2,875.05, the
same cost as shown on the October, 2007 statement from JPMorgan. The confirmation
shows that the 110 Safeway shares were purchased at a price of $25.91 plus commission
0f $24.95. Since the confirmation shows an identical purchase price for an identical
number of shares as does the October statement, it would seem to follow quite logically
that the shares shown on the October 2007 statement had been purchased in 2005 and
were therefore owned by the Dominican Sisters during the period December 3 to
December 19, 2006. The Compeny, apparently, does not accept logical conclusions. It is
possible, one supposes, that the Dominican Sisters had sold their Safeway stock at some
point and then had, after December 3, 2006, but before October 31 repurchased the 110
shares at exactly the same price as it had paid for the original shares, $2,875.05. That, of
course, would have required the Dominicen Sisters to have purchased the 110 shares at
the same price that they had purchased their original 110 shares, namely at $25.91 per
share. Attached as Exhibit A is a print out from the web site www.finance.yahoo.com
showing the monthly prices of Safeway stock for each month from December, 2006, to
the present (January 27, 2008). As can readily be seen by examining the monthly low
price of Safeway common, at no date between December 1, 2006 and January, 2008 did

* the stock sell as low as $25.91 per share. Indeed, the stock never traded below $30 per
share in December, 2006, or in any subsequent month. Therefore, the evidence from the
October JPMorgan statement showing a purchase price of $25.91 per share proves that
the purchase had to have been consummated prior to December 1, 2006.

- In summary, the Dominican Sisters have provided Safeway with documentation
that, when edded to the Company’s own knowledge of its stock prices, proves that the
Dominican Sisters did, indeed, own $2,000 worth of stock continuously for the twelve
month period ended on December 3, 2007, the date on which they submitted their
shareholder proposal. Furthermore, the documents that, together with Safeway's
knowledge of its own stock price, prove that the Dominican Sisters were eligibie to
submit their proposal were submitted to the Company within the requisite 14 day period.

The Sisters know that they had met the e}igibility requirements of owning $2,000
worth of stock for a year on the date that they submitted their proposal . The Company
knows that they have met the cligibility requirements. Latham & Watkins knows that
they have met the eligibility requirements. The Staff knows that they have met the
eligibility requirements. Is there any mtional ground for barring them from acting as a
co-proponent mercly because their proof is somewhat unorthodox? We submit that
absolutely no purpose would be served by rejecting their undenyable proof of ownership,
the documentation for which was submitted to the Company within the time periods
prescribed by the Rule.

The Compeny also attempts (see bottom of page 9 of its letter) to cast doubt on
the veracity of the two documents originally submitted by the Dominican Sisters to the
Company, namely the confirmation of the purchase of 110 shares of Safeway and the
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page from the October, 2007, JPMorgan statement. The confirmation carries the same
account number as does the October statement.  Although the October statement does not
show the full name of the Dominican Sisters, the Account Name is stated to be

| “Dominican”. Thus, we have the Dominican Sisters submitting a document entitted
“Dominican’” and claiming it as their own. While it is theoretically possible that the
Sisters have falsely submitted the paperwork for some JP Morgan account unrelated to
their own JP Morgan account, we submit that the possibility of this occurring in the real
world approaches absolute zero. It would be as logical for the Dominican Sisters to claim
that there is no proof that the Company itself notified it of the defect because some
officious intermeddler could have stolen the Company’s stationary and sent the letter.
Although theoretically possible, in the real world the possibility of that occurming
approaches absolute zero. When the real world likelihood of a theoretical event actually
occurring is at or about absolute zero, real world decision makers would be acting
irmationally if they did not ignore that theoretical possibitity.

In summary, the Dominican Sisters submitted to the Company, within the
requisite 14 day period, documentation sufficient to establish that they met the eligibility
requirements of the Rule.

In conclusion, we request the Staff to inform the Company that the SEC proxy
rules require denial of the Company's no action request We would appreciate your
telephoning the undersigned at 941-349-6164 with respect to any questions in connection
with this matter or if the staff wishes any further information. Faxes can be received at
the same number. Please also note that the undersigned may be reached by mail or
express delivery at the letterhead address (or via the email address).

?ly truly ypurs,
W
Attorney at Law
cc: Kimberly L. Wilkinson Esq.
Margaret Weber
Sister Linda Hayes
Leslie H. Lowe

Laura Berry
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R . 505 Montgomery Street, Suite 2000
' San Francisco, Califomnia 94111-6538
Tel: +1.415.381.0800 Fax: +1.415.385.8085

RECE'VE() WwWw.Iw.Com

FIRM / AFFILIATE OFFICES

L AT H A M &WAT K I N S LLP Barcelona New Jersey
2838 JAH 30 AH IO' 52 Brussels New York
s L Chicago Northem Virginia
" LE Chi(CH:'f‘_l‘ COUNSEL Frankfurt Orange County
CORPORATION FINANCE Hamburg Paris
Hong Kong San Diege
London San Francisco
Los Angeles Shanghai
January 29’ 2008 Madrid Silicon Valley
Milan Singapore
Moscow Tokyo
Munich Washington, D.C.
VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS
Office of Chief Counsel Rule 14a-8 Under the
Division of Corporation Finance Securities Exchange Act of 1934

U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission
100 F Street, N.E.
Washington, D.C. 20549

Re:  Safeway Inc.: Withdrawal of January 7. 2008 Request to Omit Shareholder Proposal
Submitted by the Adrian Dominican Sisters and the Dominican Sisters of Springfield
IHlinois

Ladies and Gentlemen:

On January 7, 2008 on behalf of our client, Safeway Inc. (“Safeway”), we submitted a
request for a no-action letter in connection with a proposal submitted by the Adrian Dominican
Sisters and the Dominican Sisters of Springfield lllinois (together, the “Proponents™). The
proposal requests Safeway’s board of directors to report to shareholders by December 2008 on
measures taken to ensure the long-term sustainability and security of Safeway’s product supply
chain (the “Proposal”).

On January 29, 2008, Safeway received via e-mail letters from the Proponents, dated
January 29, 2008, by which the Proponents voluntarily withdrew the Proposal. Copies of the
letters, in which the Proponents withdrew the Proposal, are attached as Exhibit A. Accordingly,
we respectfully withdraw our January 7, 2008 request for no-action relief related to the Proposal.
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If you have any questions or need any further information, please call the undersigned at
(415) 391-0600.

Very truly yours,

i, £ Wihun

Kimberly L. Wilkinson
of LATHAM & WATKINS LLP

Enclosures

cc: Ms. Margaret Weber, Adrian Dominican Sisters
Sister Linda Hayes, Dominican Sisters of Springfield Ilinois
Mr. Robert Gordon, Esq.
Ms. Laura Donald, Esq.
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EXHIBIT A

PROPOSAL WITHDRAWAL LETTERS




ADRIAN DOMINICAN SISTERS
1257 East Siena Heights Crive
Adrian, Michigan 49221-1793
517-266-3521 Phone
517-266-3524 Fax
MWeber@adrandominicans.org
Portfolio Advisory Board

January 29, 2008

Laura Donald

Senior Corporate Counsel
Safeway, Inc.

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Via email
Dear Ms. Donald:

The Adrian Dominican Sisters appreciate receiving the Corporate Responsibility Report. We
see this as a positive step, and also as potential for even greater reporting going forward on
issues of food security and sustainability.

Pursuant to Safeway’s commitment to invite our input and suggestions, in the process of
preparing the next—2009—CR report, including the possibility of integrating the environmental
reporting into the CR report, we hereby withdraw the proposal FOOD SUPPLY CHAIN
SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY which we had submitted for the 2008 annual meeting. The
Springfield Dominicans, co-sponsors of this proposal will also send a letter of withdrawal.

Along with the Springfield Dominican Sisters, we appreciate this opportunity for further
engagement with Safeway.

Sincerely yours,

Margaret Weber '

Coordinator of Corporate Responsibility
Adrian Dominican Sisters

mweber@adriandominicans.org

cc: Linda Hayes OP, Springfield Dominicans
Leslie Lowe, ICCR




Dominican Sisters of Springfield Illinois
Sacred Heart Convent

1237 West Monroe Street

Springfield, Illinois 62704

(217) 787-0481 Fax (217) 787-8169

January 29, 2008

Laura Donald

Senior Corporate Counsel
Safeway, Inc. '

5918 Stoneridge Mall Road
Pleasanton, CA 94588-3229

Dear Ms. Donald:

Pursuant to receipt of a copy of Safeway’s Corporate Responsibility Report,
and the Company's willingness to invite our participation in the drafting of the
2009 report, I hereby withdraw our shareholder proposal entitled FOOD
SUPPLY CHAIN SECURITY and SUSTAINABILITY,

[ echo Margaret Weber’s statement in saying that we look forward to working
with Safeway.

Sincerely,
o df pvd s /é‘,j'“); 61

Sister Linda Hayes, OP
Dominican Sisters of Springfield, IL

cé: Margaret Weber, Adrian Dominican Sisters
Leslie Lowe, ICCR

END



